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LONDON, MAY 29, 1875. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We HAVE RECEIVED the proof sheets of a pamphlet 
H written by a county court judge by way of protest 
against the decision of Vice-Chancellor Malins in the 
recent case of Williams v. Evans (23 W. R. 466), 
whereby he reversed a judgment given by the learned 
writer. Shortly stated, and stripping the case of every- 
thing but the bare point of law to be decided, it may be 
atated that a lessee, after the expiration of his lease, 
relying on a verbal agreement for an additional term of 
thirty years, entered into a parol contract with a third 
person to let the premises to him for thirty years, and 
the third person expended money on the premises. The 
question was, whether this expenditure brought the case 
within the doctrine of part performance, so as to entitle 
the lessee, who had himself expended no money, to 
specific performance against the original lessor. The 
county court judge held that it did not; the Vice- 
Chancellor held that it did. We shall not discuss this 
question, except so far as to say that the only argument 
which it seems possible to raise in favour of the Vice- 
Chancellor’s view was that incidentally touched upon by 
him when he said that the plaintiff, relying on his parol 
agreement, altered his position by entering into a sub- 
eontract with, and becoming liable to, a third person, 
and thus exposed himself to perilif he did not fulfil his 
contract with such third person. But was this the fact ? 
The sub-tenant could not have obtained a decree for 
specific performance against the lessee, for it would be a 
decree impossible to obey, and, that being so, he could not 
have recovered damages in a court of equity; and he 
could not have recovered damages at law, for the statute 
would have been a bar to any action founded on the 
parol contract. As to another point on which the 
judgment of the Vice-Chancellor is questioned by the 
writer of the pamphlet—namely, the advisability of 
allowing defences, such as non-joinder of parties, to be 
raised in the court of appeal which were not raised in 
the court below—we are again, in the present case, dis- 
posed to side with the writer. We are unable to see how 
acourt can decree against a husband specific perform- 
ance of an agreement to lease his wife's lands for thirty 
years, 
We have said enough to show that, on the whole, our 
sympathies are with the county court judge, and not 
with the Vice-Chancellor, and therefore we shall not be 
misunderstood if we very strongly protest against the issue 
of any such pamphlet as the present by a person occupy 
ing the writer's position. In saying this we are not allud- 
ing merely to the tone of the pamphlet or the sarcastic 
remarks with which it concludes; we are looking solely 
at the unseemliness, impropriety, and unfairness of a 
judge publishing diatribes against the court appointed 
as a permanent tribunal of appeal from his decisions. 
That such a proceeding is unseemly, needs no argument ; 
that it is improper, is clear fron this single consideration, 
that there will be future appeals from the attacker's 
judgments to the attacked; and that it is unfair follows 














from the position of the attacked practically rendering 
him incapable of rejoining. As to this last remark it may, 
perhaps, be said that, except in some such way, acounty 
court judge who may happen to consider that he has been 
unjustly reflected on by the appeal court has no means 
of defending himself; but granting this, and assuming 
that the appeal judge has been hasty in his observations, 
we think the inferior judge will best consult his own 
dignity and reputation by imitating the course which in 
similar cases is taken by the judges of the superior 
courts with respect to the proceedings of the higher 
courts of appeal. 





From A REPORT we print elsewhere, it appears that the 
Millom magistrates think they possess the power of ex- 
cluding from practice in their court an advocate with whom 
their chairman has quarrelled. They have passed a solemn 
resolution that, “in consequence of insulting expressions 
made use of” by a Lancaster attorney, he “ be not allowed 
to practise in the petty sessions courts of this division until 
he has publicly apologized for such expressions.” But the 
justices possess no means of carrying out their terrific 
resolution but by adjourning the hearing of all cases in 
which the attorney is concerned. No doubt all courts pos- 
sess the power of regulating their proceedings and ade 
journing when they think fit, but the result in this parti- 
cular case is that matters are in this ridiculous position ; 
that any prisoner for whom the attorney in question 
appears is secure of never having the charge against 
him heard. The magistrates hold a sitting; a 
case is called on; forthwith there appears for the de- 
fence the obnoxious advocate; the case is adjourned for 
a fortnight, to the intense delight and surprise of the 
prisoner, but hardly to the delight of the inhabitants of 
the petty sessional division. It appears that at the last 
proceeding of this kind, on Monday, the advocate 
challenged the bench to have him removed from the 
court ; the bench prudently declined to adopt this mea- 
sure, but kindly hinted that the defendant might apply 
for a mandamus to them to have the charge against him 
heard; but as publicans charged with permitting drunken- 
ness are not usually very ardently desirous to have pro- 
ceedings against them expedited, the defendant declined 
this happy suggestion, and then the chairman adjourned 
the case as usual. The frequent journeys which this 
state of things necessitates may, perhaps, be troublesome 
to the attorney, but on the other hand he will doubtless 
be spared much loss of time in conducting the cases in 
which he is engaged, and of course any criminal who 
may in future be charged at the Millom or Bootle petty 
sessions will hasten to secure the services of the advocate 
whose appearance puts a stop to all proceedings. 





Tue question which has long stood in Sir G. Bowyer’s 
name upon the notice paper of the House of Commons— 
whether it is intended to bring in a Bill to repeal the 
Act 21 Geo. 3, c. 49, relating to Sunday entertainments, 
and to indemnify persons who may be liable to penalties 
under that Act—is of a very remarkable character, 
The usual course adopted in mitigating penal Acts is to 
provide that the repeal of them is not to affect “any- 
thing done or suffered,” or “any penalty, forfeiture, or 
other punishment in respect of any offence against the 
enactments repealed.” (See Licensing Act,1874, s. 33, 
which merely follows a common form.) There are, how- 
ever, at least two precedents for the course suggested by 
Sir G. Bowyer’s question. By the Larceny (Advertise. 
ments) Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 65), after reciting 
that, by the Larceny Act, 1861, “any person who prints 
advertisements for the return of stolen goods without 
questions being asked,” forfeits £50 to a common in- 
former, and that it is expedient to discourage vexatious 
proceedings at the instance of common informers 
against printers of newspapers, itis enacted that the 
consent of the Attorney-General shall be a condition 
precedent to the right to sue, and further, that “the 
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defendant in any action brought before the passing of 
the Act’”’ may apply to a judge at chambers, and “ such 
jadge shall order that upon payment to the defend- 
ant of the plaintiff's costs out of pocket the action 
shall be discontinued.” Another precedent may be 
found in the Theatres Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
e. 68), the 18th section of which, in rearly similar 
terms, retrospectively repeals the curiovs provi- 
sion in 10 Geo. 2, c. 28, by which a £50 penalty 
might, till 1843, be recovered by a common informer 
from any person acting interludes, operas, farces, or 
ether entertainments of the stage without a proper 
licence, for which penalty the repealing Act (section 11) 
substituted the more humane one of a maximum penalty 
ef £10 a day, recoverable before justices. It will, 
however, be for those who call for an indemnity to make 
out their case, and it may be that Sir G. Bowyer will 
find his justification, if nct in the obsoleteness of the Act 
which he proposes to repesl, at least in the extreme 
severity of the penalties which it imposes. Upon refer- 
ence to the statute we find that by section 1 the keeper 
of the house open on Sunday for public entertainment or 
amusement “shall forfeit ’’ £200 “ for every day that such 
house shall be opened . . . to such person as will sue 
for the same.” In like manner the manager of the en- 
tertainment “‘ shall forfeit ’’ £100, and “ every doorkeeper, 
servant, or other person who shall collect or receive 
money” shall forfeit £50. Assuming that the entertain- 
ment is carried on with the moderate establishment of 
ene doorkeeper only, our common informer, who is to 
have his full costs (section 4), would net the respectable 
sum of £350 for one “opening” only. But this is not 
all. The penalties are continuing, and the period of 
limitation is six months. A discreet plaintiff therefore 
will lie by till twenty-five openings have given him a 
right to twenty-five penalties, and suing then, and not 
till then, will quietly pocket the neat little total of 
£8,750, to which he may perhaps add a windfall of 
£2,500, in the event of any person having been rash 
enough to advertise the “entertainment” or “ debate.” 
Mr. Cross on Thursday stated to the deputation which 
waited on him that “ under a special Act of Parliament ” 
he had power to remit these penalties. We presume 
that the reference is to statute 22 Vict. c. 32; but it is 
to be observed that the penalties authorized by that Act 
to be remitted are such as have been imposed upon “a 
eonvicted offender.” Can it be said that the keeper, 
manager, and doorkeeper, by suffering judgment in an 
action of debt, become “ convicted offenders ”’ ? 





Tusz casz or Ex parte Sayer (reported in this day’s 
issue of the Weekly Reporter) may be useful in remind- 
ing articled clerks that the courts are not disposed to 
widen, beyond the lines already marked out, the exer- 
cise of the discretion given them by section 9 of statute 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, to make the service of the clerk 
reckon from the execution of the articles, notwithstand- 
ing that the affidavit of duc execution of the articles 
has not been filed within six months after execution, as 
prescribed in that statute. There seems to be an im- 
pression abroad that since statute 19 & 20 Vict. c. 81, 
allowing articles to be stamped at any time on payment 
of a penalty, delay in having this done beyond the six 
maonths has no practical effect on the computation of 
service from the execution of the articles, and that the 
court, on proof that the articles have been stamped and 
the penalty paid, will, as a matter of course, grant the 
application that the service shall be computed from the 
execution of the articles. In a recent case (Lx parte 
Blaydes, 22 W. %. 312) it appeared that this had been 
the belief both of the clerk and of the solicitor to whom 
he was articled (see 44 L. J. C. P. 116). Some colour 
ese ee oe 2 oe notion in the case of 
Ex porte on Artided Clerk (10 W. BR. 211), where 
Cockburn, Cd, said that the revenue question 
having been, by the Act of the 19 & 20 Vict., 
taken out of the jurisdiction of the court, “it 











seems only necessary for us to be satisfied that the 

articled clerk has duly served his time under the articles 
of clerkship.” But in Hx parte Breden (12 C. B. N.S. 
351) the Court of Common Pleas held that, beyond the 
question as it affects the revenue, “the judges have 
a duty to see either that the money has been paid in due 
time, or the delay accounted for, before they allow the 
enrolment and order the service to count as from the 
execution.” What will not be sufficient to account 
for delay was indicated by the same court in Hx parte 

Jones (14 C. B. N. S. 301), where Erle, C.J., remarked 
that “ trust to a kind Providence that the money (for the 
stamp) will somehow be forthcoming,” or a “strong 
hope that somehow or other he would find the money,” 

was not such an expectation as ought to be acted on. 
In Ex parte Blaydes (23 W. R. 312) the clerk had entered 
upon his articles, trusting to the promise of a person to 
pay the stamp duty, who failed to do so, and in conse- 
quence the payment was delayed until the clerk could 
find other means of makingit. The court thought that 
this was a satisfactory explanation of the delay, and 
allowed the service to count from the date of the execu- 
tion of the articles. This decision seems to have led to 
the application in Ex parte Sayer, where the reason 
alleged for not having the articles stamped in due time 
was, that a sum due to the articled clerk, with which he 
hoped to pay the stamp duty, had not been paid until 
after the six months. The court, however, held that this 
was net sufficient to justify them in making the order 
sought. A mere expectation of getting the money with 
which to pay the duty is not enough; there must 
be, at least, a positive promise by some one to 
pay the money, and some unforeseen circumstance to 
prevent that promise from being fulfilled. 





Tue Mancuester Law Association have rendered a 
public service in calling attention to the provisions of a 
Bill to amend the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acta 
which bears the names of three Lancashire members. 
Their action has been followed by the Incorporated Law 
Society, in a petition we print elsewhere; and it may be 
hoped that the objectionable Bill will be defeated or with- 
drawn. By this measure it is proposed to repeal section 23 
of the Act of 1845, relating to compensation exceeding £50 
being settled by arbitration or a jury at the option of 
the person claiming compensation, and sections 38—~57 
inclusive, relating to the mode of summoning a jury, and 
to substitute provisions depriving the owners of property 
exceeding £50 in value of the option of having their 
compensation settled by a jury. More than this, the 
provisions of clauses 5—~9 seem to put it in the power of 
promoters who have given notice of their intention to 
take lands to have the amount of their compensation 
settled by an arbitrator or umpire appointed by the 
Board of Trade. The Association affirm that their ex- 
perience has been that the decisions of umpires sent 
down by the Board of Trade to decide questions relating 
to property have not been satisfactory, and that, where a 
local umpire cannot be agreed upon, claimants would 
usually prefer to have the verdict of a jury. The Incor- 
porated Law Society are more outspoken, and suggest, 
most truly as we believe, that irresponsible arbitrators 
are in the habit of acting to a great extent upon their 
own preconceived views rather than upon the evidence 
before them; that the opinions and prejudices of pro- 
fessional arbitrators soon become generally known, and 
that there is consequently much room for favouritism in 
the selection of the arbitrator. It is at all events 
clear that a change of the importance of that 
proposed should not be quietly smuggled through Parlia- 
ment, An equally extensive alteration is contained in 


clause 18 of the Bill, by which it is proposed to give 
power to promoters who wish to purchase a part only of 
any house, building, or manufactory, to require that the 
question of whether they shall be obliged to purchase the 
whole of such house, &.,, shall be settled by the arbitra- 
tor, who shall determine by his award what portion of 
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such house, &c., the promoters shall purchase. The 
Wogse manner in which section 92 of the Act of 1845 was 
framed, has doubtless given rise to much litigation, and 
-in some of the decisions the term “ house” has received 
.a rather singular construction, but this is surely no 
reason for interfering in favour of promoters to relieve 
them of the burden of the provision in the manner pro- 
posed. Moreover, the unlimited discretion proposed to 
‘be given to the arbitrator is open to grave objection. 








THE TIPPERARY ELECTION CASE. 


Tue decision of the Irish Court of Common Pleas in 
the Tipperary Election case has completely justified the 
-epinion which we ventured some time ago to express 
with respect to the questions raised by the election of 
John Mitchel. It will perhaps be remembered by our 
readers that the positions which we ventured to lay down 
were that the Court of Common Pleas would not enter- 
tain the question whether the resolution of the House of 
Commons was ulird vires or not; that the disability of 
the felon to represent a constituency in Parliament did 
not depend on attainder, there being no distinction in 
this respect between felonies capital and not capital; and 
lastly that the only way of purging the incapacity was 
by pardon or endurance of the sentence. In particular, 
we combated what seemed to us the monstrous sugges- 
tion that mere effluxion of time constituted an en- 
durance of the sentence. The Court of Common Pleas 
have decided all these points in conformity with the views 
we enunciated, though the chief ground they relied on 
in their judgments was that of alienage, the discus- 
sion of which was not within the scope of our 
articles. Great apprehension was expressed by those who 
opposed the action of the Prime Minister in the House 
that such action would produce a conflict between the 
House and the Irish Court of Common Pleas, inasmuch 
as that court might declare that, no disqualification 
existing, no vacancy could be produced by the resolution 
of the House. We could not bring ourselves to imagine 
the possibility of such a state of things, and we cannot 
help thinking it was an unfortunate instance of the 
tendency of political lawyers to sink the lawyer in the 
politician that several eminent legal members of the 
House were led to rely on this point. It seemed to us 
almost certain, looking to the general tendency of the 
authorities on similar matters, that no court would take 
upon itself to review the decision of the House. It is 
clear constitutional law that the House itself is the 
only judge whether a person has been duly elected, 
except so far as by statute, which is all powerful, its 
jurisdiction has been ousted. When>there is a petition 
the jurisdiction is given to the election tribunal—i.e., 
the election judge or Court of Common Pleas—but 
when, there being no petition, the House has declared 
an election void, the Court of Common Pleas has no 
power to reverse its decision. This the Irish judges 
distinctly state. 

Then with respect to the question of disqualification 
as a felon, Mr. Justice Lawson said that a convicted 
felon became incapable of civil rights, and in no way 
could that disability be got rid of except by pardon 
{what does “ W, F. F.” say to this?) or enduring the 
sentence. A person transported to a penal colony, and 
who escaped before the sentence was out, could not be 
‘said in law or common sense to have endured the sentence, 
Tt should be distinctly understood that this by no means 
involves any decision on the point which the 7'imes made 
the turning point of the whole case, viz., whether Mitchel 
was still liable to be made to suffer the rest of his 
sentence, The Z'imes expressed a very strong opinion 
that a criminal who had not in fact suffered his sentence 
could be, or at least in common sense ought to be liable to 
be, made to complete it after any lapse of time. We 
expressed an opinion that there was considerable dif. 
culty in the way of this view in point of law, and 


we cannot say that in common sense either the 
matter seems so clear to us. The qRtestion must not 
be confused with the very different questi@m that 
might arise with respect to a punishment in which 
time formed no element. If a man sentenced to be 
hanged or flogged escaped, it would not be the same 
case as that of imprisonment or penal servitude. The 
question is whether the sentence in law is that 
of imprisonment or penal servitude for the year or five 
years next after a certain date, or for any year or any 
five years. Then with regard to common sense we doubt 
whether the principle of limitations does not apply. It 
seems doubtful to us whéther the criminal ought to be 
subject, at any time, and after any interval, to be re-im- 
prisoned without fresh trial. Any real absurdity is 
prevented by the fact that the escape is a substantive 
offence. In flagrant cases, where public justice might 
require it, the criminal could be prosecuted for such 
offence and punished at the instance of the authorities. 
If the other view is true, it seems at least theoretically 
to follow that the gaoler from whose custody he escaped 
might, ex mero motu, retake and keep him after any 
interval. It does not seem to us so obvious that this 
would be in accordance with common sense. It became, 
however, obviously unnecessary, in the view the court 








took, to enter on this subject. The clear and unhesitat- 
ing character of the decision seems amply to justify the 
promptitude and energy with which the House of Com- 
mons vindicated their own dignity and that of the nation 
at large. 








PAROL ASSENT TO SUBSTITUTED MODE OF 
PERFORMANCE OF WRITTEN CONTRACT. 
In the case of The Leather Cloth Company v. Hieroni- 
mus (reported in this week's issue of the Weekly Reporter, 
and in L. R. 10 Q. B. 140) it appears to us that the con- 
clusion arrived at by the court was, perhaps, more easily 
justified than the reasoning by which they arrived at it. 

The facts were these: There was a sufficient memo- 
randum in writing to satisfy the 17th section of the 
Statute of Frauds of a contract by which the defendant 
agreed to buy of the plaintiffs certain goods to be sent 
to the defendant through Ostend. The plaintiffs for- 
warded the goods through Rotterdam instead of Ostend. 
The jury found that the defendant by his subsequent 
conduct, in not answering a letter from the plaintiffs in- 
closing an invoice of the goods and announcing the 
change of route, had assented to it. The ship in which 
the goods were sent was stranded, and the goods were 
lost or destroyed. The defendant then refused to pay for 
them, and an action was breught by the plaintiffs for the 
price. The contention on the defendant's part appears 
to have been that the stipulation that the goods should 
be forwarded vid Ostend was a part of the contract of 
sale, and could not be waived by parol, by reason of the 
17th section of the Statute of Frauds, and, conse- 
quently, that the goods not having been sent according 
to the contract, the plaintiffs could not recover. The 
court held the contrary, and that the defendant, 
having assented to the substituted mode of performance 
in a different manner, was liable for the price of the 
goods. Blackburn, J., said, “I cannot see why the 
assent to a substituted mode of performing one of the 
terms of a contract need be in writing and may not be 
by parol, though the original contract must have been in 
writing. They are quite different things, the proof of 
a substituted contract and the proof of a ratification, or 
approval after performance, of the substituted mode of 
performance.” The same reasoning appears to have 
formed the basis of the judgments of the other judges, 
though the Lord Chief Justice threw out a suggestion of 
an altogether different ratio decidendi, which we will 
afterwards advert to. 

Now, with all submission to the very eminent judges 
who were parties to this decision, we do not feel satiated 
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that the distinction above drawn is a sound one. It is 
to be assumed for the purposes of this reasoning that 
the stipulation as to the mode of transmission formed 
part of the contract of sale, or at least that compliance 
with that stipulation was originally a condition prece- 
dent to the liability to accept and pay for the goods. 
The suggestion made by the Chief Justice was that the 
provision as tv the mode of transmission was merely a 
direction, or at most a stipulation independent of the 
contract of sale. We do not at present go into the 
question whether this was so. It may be that it turns on 
the construction and circumstances of each particular con- 
tract, whether a provision as tothe modeof transmission is 
a condition precedent, or a mere independent stipulation 
or direction. It is clear that such a view was not the 
ratio decidendi in the case before us, for in that point of 
view the assent would have been immaterial. The only 
remedy for the purchaser would have been across action 
for non-compliance with the direction or stipulation, and, 
quite apart from the question of assent, such non-com- 
pliance could not have afforded an answer to an action 
for the price. That being so, is there any real distinc- 
tion between assent to a substituted mode of perform- 
ance after performance, and a substituted contract? 
What is assent to a substituted mode of performance 
but an agreement that the rights of the parties under 
the contract shall be deemed to be as though the 
original contract had been for the substituted mode of 

ormance? Is not this very like a new contract? 
Apart from the Statute of Frauds we venture to think 
that any one would say that the obligation to pay for 
the goods and accept of the substituted mode of per- 
formance arose from a fresh implied promise to accept 
of such substituted mode of performance, to be inferred 
from the conduct of the’defendant in not objecting upon 
the announcement that the goods had been sent vid 
Rotterdam. The original contract has not been per- 
formed by the plaintiffs; why is the defendant to pay 
nnless it is that he has undertaken de novo to pay 
upon a fresh consideration? The mere sending the 
goods vid Rotterdam is no consideration for the promise 
to pay forthem. The consideration must be moved by 
arequest. The defendant did not by the original con- 
tract request the plaintiffs to send the goods vid Rotter- 
dam, but vid Ostend. It can only be a sending under 
and in accordance with a contract that can constitute 
the consideration for the obligation to pay for the 
goods. We are continuing to assume (as we contend 
that the judgment assumes) that the transmission by the 
route mentioned was a condition precedent. Our view 
is that, apart from the Statute of Frauds, the considera- 
tion would be raised thus :—The assent of the defend- 
ant to the new routg would give rise to an implied re- 
quest on the defendant's part that the goods so sent, 
though not sent in accordance with the contract, might 
still be appropriated to him on all the terms of the 
contract except that as to the route by which the goods 
were to be sent. 

Test the question by the analogy of other substituted 
modes of performance. Suppose the contract were for 
delivery of one sort of goods, ¢.g., coals, and another 
sort, ¢g., bricks, were actually sent. If the defendant 
in such a case were to be bound by not objecting to an 
announcement that a different sort of goods had been 
sent, is it not clear that this would amount to a new 
contract? The same thing applies to the questions of 
time and place. Suppose the defendant contracted for 
goods to be delivered at Portemouth, and the plaintiff 
being unable to deliver there, but, hearing that defend- 
ant had a place of business at Yarmouth, wrote inform- 
ing defendant that he intended to deliver there. If the 
ddlendant made no objection, and it was held that he had 
assented to a substituted mode of performance, would 
not that amount to fresh contract? It has been held 
that an alteration of the time of delivery amounts to 4 
new contract. Assuming that mode of transmission is 
part of the contract, what is the difference between thene 





cases and the case now before us? Previously to the 
supposed assent to the changed mode of performance, 
according to the hypothesis, what is the promise ? To pay 
for certain goods sent vid Ostend. What is the obliga- 
tion sought to be put on the defendant ? To pay for goods 
sent vid Rotterdam. How can it be the same contract ? 

It might possibly be said that there was a receipt and 
acceptance of the goods, the delivery to the carriers vid 
Rotterdam being assented to, but this is not the ground 
on which the judgment is put. No question would in 
such a point of view arise with relation to the distinction 
between parol evidence of a new contract and parol 
evidence of acceptance of a substituted mode of perform. 
ance after performance. If all that the Queen’s Bench 
meant was that there was evidence of receipt and accept- 
ance they adopted a most unnecessarily subtle way of: 
putting it. Besides, the law appears to be well settled: 
that delivery to a carrier in accordance with the pur-. 
chaser’s direction is not an acceptance within the- 
statute, the carrier being agent to receive but not to 
accept. The assent to the delivery to be carried vid: 
Rotterdam could only have the same effect as if that 
route had been at first stipulated for, and then, if the 
carrier is not an agent to accept, there could be no. 
acceptance. 

In the course of his judgment Cockburn, C.J., put a: 
strong case by way of illustration. He said, suppose a. 
contract for goods to be sent by the North-Western. 
Railway, and they are sent safely by the Midland, could 
they be rejected by the purchaser? We do not think 
this illustration, when analyzed, has much force as 
applied to the question we are considering. With refer. 
ence to the suggestion of the Chief Justice to which we 
have referred—viz., that the provision as to mode off 
transmission is a mere direction or independent stipulae- 
tion—the illustration may have much force. The con-. 
clusion to which the mind is driven by the case put is. 
really an argument to show that the mode of sending is 
not a condition precedent. Jf it were a condition preee- 
dent, it seems clear that the goods might be rejected. 
If the true construction of a contract be that a ship is 
to sail by a certain day, or else the charterer need not 
load, by that day she must sail, or else he need not 
load, though she may have sailed the next day, and he 
be not injured by the delay. The question is, in such. 
cases, What is a condition precedent? ‘The ordinary 
test that is given—viz., that it is where the breach goes 
to the whole consideration—is only, as it appears to us,, 
a general guide to construction. ‘The question is, What 
is the consideration? If there is a failure to perform 
the consideration, the promise need not be performed. 
The expression “ whole” consideration is apt to lead to 
an erroneous idea in principle, though in practice the 
rule is a fair guide. If, by clear words, the contracting 
parties make anything, however trivial, a condition, it 
will be a condition precedent, however minute a pore 
tion of the substantial consideration it may be. 

There are traces to be found in the books of an idea 
that would distinguish between a substantial, though not 
absolutely perfect, performance of a condition, and 
failure to perform it altogether, making the former @ 
sufficient performance of a condition precedent—as, for 
instance, in a contract for the sale and transfer of 80 
many shares in 4 company, if there is a good title 
to all the shares but a very few, there may be 
substantial performance of the contract, but if there is 
no title to a very considerable number the purchaser 
may refuse to be bound. ‘his is, perhaps, rather an 
arbitrary mode of construing a contract, for it involves 
the division of a stipulation by implication into what is 
substance and not substance according to the view of the 
tribunal, rather than by reference to anything the parties 
have said, but we cannot help thinking that, practically 
speaking, there is a good deal to be said for this view. It 
is obvious that if it be correct there is another answer to 
the Chief Justice’s illustration. Jn the case he puts the pure. 
chaser has got the substance of the consideration, but in, 
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a case where the goods do not arrive in consequence of 
being sent by the substituted route, he has not. 

It seems to us, on the whole, that the sounder view 
would have heen that the stipulation as to transmission 
was a mere direction by the purchaser to the vendor, as his 
agent to forward, and then, of course, if the purchaser 
assented to the change of route he could not afterwards 
complain of it. There is no doubt that the provisions 
of the Statute of Frauds introduce great difficulties 
into the subject of contract, and monstrous hardships 
are conceivable as resulting from them, which, however, 


are, fortunately, generally avoided in practice. The prin- | 


ciple laid down by the Queen's Bench is certainly an 
equitable one, and tends to the prevention of a species 
of injustice produced by the statute. We cannot say, 
however, that we find it easy to understand it as a 
matter of theory. 








Recent Becistans. 


EQUITY. 
Beavest or Ramtway Suares cARRyYING Ramway Srock. 


Morrice v. Aylmer, L.C. & L.J.J., 23 W. R. 221, L. R. 10 
Ch. 148. 


This is a very strong decision to the effect that a be- 
quest of railway shares will carry railway stock. The 
judgments of the Lord Chancellor end Lord Justice 
James proceed on two grounds, first, that holders of rail- 
way stock are really, to all intents and purposes, share- 
holders, and secondly, that they are in the habit of being 
called, and of calling themselves, shareholders. This 
latter ground is, perhaps, not very conclusive, unless it 
follows that it is the eommon custom for holders of 
stock to speak of their stock as shares; with respect to 
which, however, all that was said was said by the Lord 
Justice, namely, that no one with an interest in any 
railway would think “he was speaking incorrectly in 
describing his stock as a share in that railway.” 
It seems clear that the link of reasoning which was want- 
ing in the judgments is simply this:—people who own 
railway stock are in the common habit of describing it, 
not as a share in a railway, but as railway shares. If 
this is not true as a fact, there is a weak spot in the 
arguments necessary to support the decision as shaped 
by the court. That in the actual case the intention of 
the testator was carried out, there can, we think, be little 
doubt. The whole form of the bequest in which the gift 
of the railway shares was comprised showed that it was 
the intention to sweep into it the bulk of the personal 
estate. Butit is impossible to read the judgments with- 
out seeing that the court deliberately lay down the hard 
and fast rule that in wills railway “shares” shall in- 
clude railway “ stock,” and it is to this hard and fast 
rule that we desire to call attention. 

In order to reach their decision, the court in the first 
place overruled the case of Oakes v. Oakes (9 Hare, 666) 
decided by Turner, L.J., in 1852; and certainly that 
case is inconsistent with the rule laid down in the 
recent case. Some slight misapprehensions, to some ex- 
tent affecting that case, seem to have existed both at the 
bar and on the bench; and though these may not have 
contributed to its fate, it is as well here to clear them up. 
That case was decided sevon years after the passing of 
the Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845; so that 
it is not quite true to say that the consolidation of shares 
in the form of stock was at that time a new thing. 
Moreover, it is not true, as was said by the Lord Chan- 
eellor, that the Act in question was tho first occa. 
sion on which the term = stock was applied by 
the authority of Parliament to interest in railways, 
The title of the Act itself shows this:—An Act 
for consolidating in one Act certain provisions 
usually inserted in Acts with respoct to the constitution 
of companios incorporated for carrying on undertakings 





ofa public nature.” And, as a matter of fact, there had 
been a consolidation of shares into stock in Oakes v. 
Oakes under a special Act passed in 1844, the provisions 
in which were almost identical with those in the Com- 
panies Clauses Act, and were distinctly brought before 
the notice of the late Lord Justice. Whatever, there- 
fore, may be said against that decision, it cannot be said 
that it was made in ignorance of the relationship 
between shares and stock. 

With respect to the rule laid down in the recent case, 
it is easy to see that, if followed and treated as binding, 
it may, in many cases, result in thwarting the intention 
of testators. Suppose a man who never before held a 
share or a sum of stock were to purchase £10,000 
worth of railway stock, and soon afterwards were to buy 
twenty railway shares. Suppose he then made his will, 
giving his “railway shares” to one, and the residue of 
his estate to another, is it conceivable that his intention 
would be carried out by treating the stock, which he had 
never known except in its form of stock, as part of the 
shares? Instances of this kind might be multiplied in- 
definitely ; and if there is any force in the suggestions 
they carry it is to show how unadvisable it is to create a 
new hard and fast rule that from its very inception is as 
tech nical as any of the old fossils of former times. 








COMMON LAW. 
CompEnsaTION—Lanps Crauses Act, 1845. 
The Queen v. Hannay, Q.B., 23 W. R. 164. 


The point decided here is of some importance. The 
claim of a yearly tenant for compensation in respect of 
his occupation of lands taken compulsorily must, by 
section 121 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, be ad- 
judicated on by justices, unless it exceeds £50. It 
was contended that such a claim was a “complaint 
made before a justice upon which he has authority 
to make an order for the payment of money,” and 
must therefore, by 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, s. 11, be made 
within six months after the notice to treat. The court 
held that it could not properly be so construed, and dis- 
tinguished the case from Jn re Edmondson (17 Q. B. 67) 
on the ground that in the latter case the claim was for “in- 
jurious affection.” Although that case was thus distin. 
guished, the present decision Certainly throws consider. 
able doubt on its authority, for all the members of the 
court intimate that, if the matter were res infegra, their 
opinion would be the other way. That case is involved 
in a good deal of obscurity ; it seemed very doubtful on 
the facts under what section the order which the court 
quashed was made: Wightman and Erle, JJ., thought 
it was under sections 22 and 24 of,the Lands Clauses 
Act; Patterson, J., thought it was under sections 6 and 
140 of the Railways Clauses Act. “Lhe ratio decidendé, 
however, was that it was a case in which the justices 
had “authority to make an order for the payment of 
money.” That circumstance equally occurred in the 
present case, which, therefore, in effect overrules the 
ratio decidendi of In re Edmondson, unless the distine- 
tion lies in this, that a claim for compensation for lands is 
nota “complaint,” but a claim for compensation for 
injurious affection is. But it must be doubted whether 
that distinction is tenable, and whether both are not dis- 
tinguished from a complaint in this, that a complaint is 
in respect of some wrongful act, whereas a claim far 
compensation is in repect of an act which is rightful, 
being sanctioned by Act of Parliament, though in fact 
injurious to the person seeking to be compensated. We 
are inclined to regard Jn re AKdmendsen as practically 
overruled, That decision has, as Blackburn, J., observed, 
the effect of limiting to six months the right to claim 
compensation for injurious affection, which in other 
oases is unlimited in point of time, 
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General Currespanvenece. 


Tue JupicaturRE BILL AND THE Court oF BANKRUPTCR 
[ Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.]. 


Sir,—There is one portion of the Judicature Bill of 
the present session which is entitled to serious considera- 
tion as affecting the interests of the mercantile commu- 
nity, who, whatever may be the amount involved, or the 
complication or legal difficulty of the questions at issue, 
ure compelled to have those questions decided by the 
Court of Bankruptcy, under the Act of 1869. By that 
Act a Chief Judge was appointed, who would, it was 
supposed, have personally discharged the duties of the 
office relating to the London district, and whose deci- 
sions on the various commercial questions arising in 
bankruptcy would have given satisfaction. "What has in 
fact been done? Very shortly after his appointment, the 
Chief Judge was appointed a Vice-Chancellor, and he 
then found himself compelled to avail himself of a power 
given him by the Act (but which I cannot conceive was 
ever intended to beso used), and delegated all his powers, 
so far as concerned the London court, except that of 
commitment, to the registrars. The consequence has been 
that all the complicated and difficult questions arising 
are brought before these officials, sitting for the Chief 
Judge, and from their decision the appeal goes direct to 
the Lords Justices. Now, with all respect for these 
geutlemen, who are fully competent for the performance 
of the duties of the offices to which they were appointed, 
I think their best friends could hardly say that their 
legal training had been a satisfactory one for the dis- 
charge of judicial functions. This practice has been 
the subject of remark in the Appeal Court. The Chief 
Judge has his own court, as Vice-Chancellor, to attend, 
and takes from the suitors in Chancery one day in the 
week to hear appeals from tbe county courts, but no 
original London business. The Judicature Bill provides 
that the Bankruptcy Court shall be presided over by 
a judge from the Exchequer division of the High 
Court. Now this, as it seems to me, will make 
the matter only worse than it is now. The judges in 
that division will be reduced to four, and how will it 
be possible for one of them to devote himself to a con- 
tinuous sitting in bankruptcy as Chief Judge? Nothing 
can be worse than borrowing a judge from one court to 
do duty in another of a peculiar character. There would 
be sufficient to occupy the time of a separate judge if he 
disposed, as he should do, of all the matters which are 
now taken before the registrars sitting for the Chief Judge. 
But inasmuch as the Bankruptcy Court is a court of 
administration, why should not the chambers of the 
judges in Chancery be relieved of the winding up of 
joint stock companies, and this jurisdiction be transferred 
to the Court of Bankruptcy, ard administered by the 
judge of that court ? The registrars are there, and could 
perform all the duties which are now entrusted to the 
chief clerks, who would thus be released for the perfor- 
mance of their more legitimate duties. At present, the 
winding-up business, though occupying comparatively 
little of the time of the court, completely blocks up the 
Chancery chambers, and to its undesirable presence, 
more than anything else, are due such delays as still 
exist in the despatch of business in Chancery. 

A Practitioner in Cuancery anv Banknoptcy. 





On Friday the jndges met and selected their circuits 
for the ensuing summer assizes as follows :—Northern— 
Justice Archibald and Baron Haddleston; Home—The 
Lord Chief Faron and Justice Brett; Norfolk—Paron 
Bramwell and Justice Mellor; Western—Justices Black- 
burn and Quain; Midland—Justices Field and Lindley ; 
Oxford — Justice Grove and Baron Pollock; North 
Wales—Lord (hief Justice Coleridge ; South Wales —The 





Lord Chief Justice of England. Baron Cleasby will be 
the judge in town. 


Rehtews. 
COMPANY LAW. 


Tse Law axp Practice unpER THE Compantss ‘Acts, 
1862, 1867, 1870; Tue Lire Assurance ComPANizs 
Acts, 1870, 1871, 1872, anp ornER Acts RELATING To 
Joint Stock Companies. By H. Burron Bucky, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Stevens & 
Haynes. 

A TREatIsE ON THE LAW AND PRAcTICE RELATING TO THE 
ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION oF Jornt Stock ComPaANiEgs, 
with Precepents anp Nores. By Caries E. H. 
Cuapwyck Heatey, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. W. Max- 
well & Son. 


We reviewed the first edition of Mr. Buckley’s work 
in 1873 (17 S, J. 309), and the estimate which we then 
formed of its value has been more than borne out by the 
judgment of the profession. In little more than two 
years after the publication of the first edition, a second 
has been called for; and, although the scope of the 
work has not been extended, except by the addition of 
notes to table A of the Companies Act, 1862, the cases 
which have arisen in the interval have been so numerous 
as to swell the volume to nearly double its original size. 

In a book of this kind, some slight errors of reference 
and omissions are inevitable. For instance, we observe 
that Humby’s case (20 W. R. 718) is in p. 144 referred 
to as being reported in the Weekly Notes of the Law 
Reports for 1873, p. 226. The reference should have 
been to the volume for 1872, p. 126. There is no notice 
of the case of Jn re Blakely Ordnance Company, Eu 
parte Mercantile and Exchange Bank (Weekly Notes, 
1867, p. 147); and the important case of Harrison v. 
Mexican Railway Company (23 W. R. 403, L. R. 19 Eq. 
358), which was reported in the Weekly Notes of the Law 
Reports* before the publication of the edition, is also 
omitted. The caseof Hutton v.Scarboro’ Cliff Hotel Com- 
pany (13 W. R. 574, 631, 1059, 2 Dr. & Sm. 521) ought, 
we think, to have been cited under section 12, as well as 
under section 50, of the Companies Act, 1862. 

On the whole, however, Mr. Buckley appears to -have 
been singularly exhaustive and accurate in his collection, 
arrangement, and statement of the cases, and he has, we 
think, acted wisely in extending the list to the decisions 
in the Albert and European Arbitrations, reported by Mr. 
Reilly, and in the columns of this journal. One of the 
special merits of both editions is the care which has been 
taken not to draw hasty generalizations from the deci- 
sions in particular cases. In the first edition Mr. 
Buckley pointed out that Brett's case (19 W. R. 687, L. R. 
6 Ch. 800) was not easily to be reconciled with, but care- 
fully abstained from saying that it had been overruled 
by, the case of Webb v. Whifin (L. R. 5 H. L. 711). 
Mr. Justice Lindley, in the third edition of his Treatise on 
Partnership, was not so guarded. Since the publication 
of these books Brett's case has been re-affirmed (L. R. 8 
Ch. 800); and Mr. Buckley not unnaturally devotes a 
page or two of his second edition to the justification of 
what he had said in his first. The justification is able, 
and seems to us not to be easy to answer. 

Mr. Buckley’s carefulness of statement is well exem- 
plified by his treatment of the 25th section of the Com- 
panies Act, 1867, with respect to the operation of which 
there has perhaps been more doubt than with respect to 
that of any other clause of either of the Companies Acts. 
Every decision is noted, and its exact effect given; and, 
although, as we think, the ratio decidendi is in one or 
two instances imperfectly stated, the leaning is to cau- 
tion, not to rashness. It does not appear to us that the 
observation of Vice-Chancellor Melins in Coates’ case (22 
W. R. 208, L. R. 17 Eq. 169), that “ the section has not 


* We must not be understood as advocating the citation of 
cases from the Weekly Notes, which were not intended by their 
projectors to be cited, All we say is that if they are cited at 
all, the citation should be complete. 
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made any alteration whatever with regard to what shall 
be good payment for shares which have been admittedly 
subscribed for,” is, as Mr. Buckley seems to think, in any 
way qualified by the fact that the words “ payment in 
cash” mean that which will support a plea of payment. 
And the explanation given by the author of the decision 
in Fothergill’s case (21 W. R. 301, L. R.8 Ch. 270) is 
not satisfactory. “In such a case,” he says, “ the shares 
taken under the agreement will be no satisfaction of the 
liability incurred by the subscription of the memorandum 
for two reasons: (1) that the joint contract under the 
agreement cannot be set off against the separate contract 
under the subscription, and (2) that shares cannot be 
set off against a money demand.” It was not, and could 
not, have been contended that the shares taken under 
the agreement were a satisfaction of the liability; the 
contention must have been that such satisfaction was 
effected either by the substitution of shares undertheagree- 
ment for shares under the memorandum, or by the release of 
the claim to shares under the agreement in consideration 
of therelease of liability on shares underthe memorandum. 
Mr. Buckley must, it is presumed, mean to refer to the 
former of these alternatives, as the words “ shares taken 
under the agreement ”’ admit of no other interpretation ; 
but the reasons given refer to the latter alternative. 
And we think that these reasons, although verbatim ex- 
tracts from Lord Selborne’s judgment, are likely to convey 
an erroneous impression. ‘The decision was in fact based, 
not upon any question of set-off, although the term was 
used, in a popular rather than a legal sense, in the judg- 
ment given by Lord Selborne, but on the ground laid 
down by Lord Justice Mellish, that an action for calls on 
the shares under the memorandum must have been met 
by a plea of “ accord and satisfaction ’’ and not of “ pay- 
ment,” a plea, that is to say, that a new agreement was 
entered into and accepted as satisfaction of the agree- 
ment created by the subscription of the memorandum. 
Mr. Buckley's explanation of some of the other cases on 
the section is, we think, open to similar objection. But 
in no instance is a decision cited as an authority for more 
than is really contained in it. Pritchard's case (21 
W. R. 829, L. R. 8 Ch. 956) at first sight appears, and is 
sometimes stated, to authorize the proposition that 
articles of association cannot constitute a contract under 
this section. Mr. Buckley is careful to show that the 
judgment was not grounded upon any such proposition. 
And it is difficult to see why articles cannot constitute 
such a contract, when, according to Lord Cairns in 
Hartley's case (23 W. R. 203, L. R. 10 Ch. 157), it is 
sufficient to register a contract entered into with a trus- 
tee on behalf of a company not yet formed. 


Mr. Chadwyck Healey’s work is another of the books 
which have been called into being by the recent develop- 
ment of company law. The preliminary treatise on 
articles of association contains little that may not be 
found in the works of Lindley and Thring, and in that 
which we have just reviewed: it is useful, however, by 
bringing together in a readable form some of the points 
which more especially relate to the formation of joint 
stock companies; and it bears evidence that, as the 
author claims, its subject-matter has been independently 
worked out by him. The treatise is short and does not 
pretend to be exhaustive, so that we do not complain 
of the omission of a few cases, such as that of Melhado 
v. Hamilton (21 W. R. 619, 874). But we think that 
Mr. Healey has given too little consideration to some of 
the subjects that claim the attention of promoters and 
directors of companies, as the position of vendors to the 
company who become directors, the question of negotiable 
securities, the operation of the 25th and 38th sections of 
the Companies Act, 1867, and a few other matters. 

The precedents appear to be carefully, if somewhat 
verbosely, framed, and supply a want which has been 
much felt by the profession. Having regard to the 
number and importance of the companies which have 
for some years past been almost daily incorporated 
under the Acts, it is strange that so little has hitherto 











been done in the way of furnishing forms of articles 
of association. Mr. Healey’s precedents will accordingly 
be welcomed. There are, however, some omissions in 
them which require notice. A greater variety of forms 
of the clause of the memorandum relating to capital 
should have been inserted. The forms of articles do not 
provide any means of meeting the difficulty caused by 
the Act of 1867 in those cases in which companies are 
formed to purchase properties for considerations con- 
sisting wholly or in part of paid-up shares. We believe 
that we are not in error when we say that a very 
great majority of companies are founded with this 
object, and that in the present unsatisfactory state of 
the law precautions of a special character should be 
taken with regard to the confirmation and registration 
of preliminary contracts in all such cases. Again, the 
author recommends that all promoters’ agreements be 
expressly confirmed by the articles of association; and, 
although there is room for difference of opinion on 
this point, we are inclined to agree with him. But 
the articles ought, we think, to give express power 
to the directors to consent to variations of the agree- 
ments; and we notice no such powers in the forms. 
The precedents are too meagre also in the clauses 
relating to the issue of preference shares. Very wide 
powers, to be exercised with the sanction of general 
meetings, should, in our opinion, be given, as well with 
regard to the nature and extent of the preference which 
may be conferred on new shares, as with regard to the 
manner in which such shares may be issued and allotted; 
and the precedents, although in ordinary cases they 
would probably be found to be workable, are not suffi- 
ciently full or explicit on these points. Again, the right 
of directors to participate in profits derived from con- 
tracts with the company is left to inference, instead of 
being expressly denied or affirmed. 

We have felt ourselves bound to notice what we con- 
sider defects in Mr. Healey’s precedents. These not- 
withstanding, they form a valuable collection, and ought 
to be consulted by all practitioners who may have te 
draw forms of memorandum or articles of association. 
The value of the work is increased by the insertion of 
the rules of the London Stock Exchange relating to the 
articles and other documents of companies recognized 
by that body. 








EXCLUSION OF EVIDENCE OF THE ACCUSED 
IN CRIMINAL CASES. 


A PAPER on this subject was read before the Statistical 
Society of Ireland on the 18th inst. by Mr. John O’ Hagan, 
Q.C. He said that his subject was the retention in the 
criminal code of a principle of exclusion which had been . 
obliterated from the civil code. Even already an inroad 
had been made upon thesystem by Mr. Plimsoll’s Act of 1871, 
It made ita misdemeanour to send to sea an unseaworthy ship, 
and in any indictment under that Act the accused was per- 
mitted, for the purpose of proving circumstances of excuse, te 
give evidence like any other witness. Why should there not 
be a similar enactment with respect to all offences ? An inno- 
cent man, of unblemished character, was accused of crime: 
he desired to explain on oath the circumstances of suspicion 
against him, and offsred, suppose, in addition, the testimony 
of his wife, who possibly might alone be cognizant of the 
most vital facts. Neither was permitted to be sworn. It 
was left to the prisoner’s counsel to suggest possibilities of 
explanation—possibilities of innocence—to create darkness in- 
stead of dispelling it—to harp upon the great principle of the 
benefit of the doubt, and if he should succeed in obtaining an 
acquittal, to set his client free, rather as a man not clearly 
proved guilty than shown to be innocent. But he might 
not succeed, and the innocent might suffer, Two or 
three instances occurred to his recollection. One was that 
of a clergyman in England who was convicted of a fearful 
crime on the evidence of two little girls attending his wife's 
school. He loudly protested his innocence, and his case was 
tried again in the form of an indictment of the girls for per- 
jury. They were convicted, and he was pardoned and set 
free. Here were two juries coming to directly opposite conolu- 
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sions, neither of whom heard the evidence upon which the 
other deci‘ed. He had been told by ono of the ablest and 
most experieiced of Crown prosecutors now on the bench, 
that in his opinion it was a great mistake to suppose that 
wrongful convictions did not from time to time take place, 
which, in all probability, would not have taken place if the 
prisoner had been examined asa witness. Nowhere had the un- 
reasonablen: ss of the present law come home to him as forcibly 
asin trials resulting from faction fights. An affray took place 
between two factions or parties coming home from a fair. 
Informations and cross-informations were sworn, with the 
very object of including amongst the accused such individuals 
as could give evidence for the defence. The “ Ryans,” let him 
say, were first put on their trial. Their opponents, the 
Carrolls, came to the table one after another and told one 
side of the story. When their evidence closed the case closed. 
The jury retired to consider their verdict, and then what oc- 
curred ?—the Carro!ls all walked into the dock to take their 
trial before a new jury, and the Ryans walked out of the 
dock for a time in order to be examined as witnesses. The 
new jury heard a newcase. Thus each jury was forced to 
decide upon one-sided evidence. He could remember but 
three grounds on which the proposed change was resisted. It 
was said that to permit the accused to be examined as wit- 
nesses would afford opportunities for perjury, but the present 
conception of a fair trial was to hear every body who had any- 
thing relevant to say—to let the evidence be sifted to the 
utmost—to let the interest of the witnesses as well as their 
passions, prepossessions, and antipathies be taken into account, 
anda conclusion arrived at with at least all possible means 
for forming it. The end of a trial, civil or criminal, was 
the attainment of truth. If the Legislature should come to 
the conclusion that truth would be best elicited by hearing 
every one, and if in the course of the inquiry any one skould 
be tempted by personal interest to swear falsely, the guilt 
would be neither upon the Legislature who made the law, 
nor upon thejudge who administered it, but solely upon him who 
thus abused it. Again, it was said that the proposed change 
would be fatal to any chance of a prisoner’s escape ; because, 
if he tendered himself for examination, he would be certain 
to be broken down, and his case destroyed : but this objec- 
tion he chiefly heard from lawyers who took a professional 
pride in securing acquittals. Did any one seriously think 
that an innocent person would be more likely to be found 
guilty by being examined ? He remembered citing elsewhere 
a saying of Mr. Crabbe Robinson, who, having attentively 
studied French criminal procedure, said he had come to the 
conclusion that if he were a guilty man he would rather be tried 
in England, and if he were an innocent man he would rather 
be tried in France. He (Mr. O’ Hagan) did not propose to intro- 
duce the French mode of examining the prisoner here. All that 
was sought could be effected by three lines of an Act of Parlia- 
ment declaring that a person accused of an offence might give 
evidence like any other witness. That the result would be 
to increase the number of the convictions of the guilty was 
extremely likely, and in that respect it would be a great 
gain to the public. A third objection was that the pro- 
posed change was contrary to the spirit of the British 
Constitution. He need not lay much stress upon that. If 
by the British Constitution was meant the criminal code 
and procedure of England, he appealed to any one familiar 
with the State trials to say whether, until reformed in modern 
times, it did not present @ mass of iniquitous absurdity. 
Having mentioned several instances of this, the learned 
gentleman said, in conclusion, that before the reforms in the 
laws of evidence, just the same arguments drawn from lia- 
bility to perjury and the like which were now urged against 
the admission of prisoners to give evidence, were pressed 
against the examination of the parties. He contended there 
was no reason why the law should not be made more sym- 
metrical and coherent. 








Mr. Justice Lindley, the new judge of the Common 
Pleas, took the oaths in court on Monday. 

The Lord Chief Justice stated on Monday that the Court 
of Queen’s Bench wonld sit in two divisions on the first 
three days of every week during the remainder of the 
present term. 

Mr. Watkin Williams has given notice that on the motion 
for the second reading of the Supreme Coart of Judicature 
Act Amendment Sill he will move that it be read a second 
time that day six months. 





Putes. 


In THE casE oF Ex parte Ambrose, heard by the Chief 
Judge on Monday, @ question arose upon the construction 
of the Bankruptcy Rules 49, 50, of 1870, whether upon 
the hearing of a motion the court can admit any evidence, 
on the part of the person moving, except that which he 
has specified in his notice of motion. Rule 49, which 
stands by itself in a division of the rules headed “ Evi. 
dence,” provides: “The court may in any matter take 
the whole or any part of the evidence either vivd voce, or 
by interrogatories, or upon affidavit, or by commission 
abroad.” And rule 50, which is the first of a division 

50—57) headed “ Motions and Practice,” provides: “ All 
‘applications to the court in the exercise of its primary 
jurisdiction by virtue of the Act, shall (unless otherwise 
provided, or the court shall in any particular case other. 
wise permit) be by way of motion, supported by affidavit, 
upon hearing which the court shall make such order 
therein as shall be just.” Upon this it was contended 
that the court cannot allow the applicant to use any evi- 
dence in support of his motion but that which he has 
specified in his notice of motion, and one of the grounds of 
appeal from an order made in a county court was that the 
judge had admitted evidence, vivé voce, documentary, 
and by affidavit, which had not been wentioned in the 
notice of motion. It will be observed that the rule does 
not even say that the notice of motion is to specify the 
evidence which it is intended to use in support of it, and 
it is clear that in many cases the most jmportant evidence 
could only be obtained vivd voce from unwilling witnesses, 
The Chief Judge said that the court was armed with 
power to collect evidence wherever it could find it, and 
by rule 50 itself everything was expressly made subject 
to the discretion of the court. It could, if it thought fit, 
admit other evidence than that which was mentioned in 
the notice of motion, and if the judge of the cuunty court 
had exercised his discretion in admitting other evidence, 
the court of appeal ought not tointerfere. He said that he 
could not for a moment countenance the notion that the 
court was bound to admit no other evidence than that 
which was specified in the notice of motion. It had not 
only the power to do so, but it would be its bounden duty 
to admit it if it thought it necessary for the ends of justice, 
thongh, of course, every proper opportunity must be given 
to the respondent to answer the evidence so admitted. 





ON THE SAME DAY, in Ev parte Gordon, a question arose 
as to the powers of a receiver and manager appointed by 
the court under rule 260. This rule (one of those relat- 
ing to liquidation by arrangement or composition) provides: 
“The court may, at any time after presentation of the 
petition, appoint a receiver or manager of the property or 
business of the debtor, or of any part thereof, and may 
direct immediate possession to be taken of such pete f 
or business, or any part thereof.” Then, by rule 261, 
“ Any receiver or manager so appointed shall enter upon 
and act in the performance of his office at such time, and 
in such manner, and to such extent as the court may from 
time totime direct.’ And, by rule 262, “ A trader shall 
state in his petition the estimated amount of the debts owing 
by him to his creditors, and, where no receiver or manager 
has been appointed by the court, a majority in value of such 
creditors may, at any time prior to the passing of the 
special or extraordinary resolution, as the case may 
be, nominate and appoint a receiver or manager of the 
trade effects of the debtor, or any part thereof, 
according to the form in the schedule. Where any 
such receiver or manager has been so appointed he shall 
investigate the state of the debtor’s affairs and report 
thereon to the general meeting of the creditors.” In 
Ex parte Gordon two traders filed a liquidation peticion, 
and the same day, upon their application, an accountant, 
whom they had already employed to make out a statement 
of their affairs, was appointed by the court receiver of 
their property and manager of their business. He, with- 
out previously obtaining the sanction either of’ the cour’ 
or of the creditors, employed some valuers to make ® 
valuation of the debtors’ assets, which consisted of free- 
hold and leasehold property, machinery, and goods. The 
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cost of making this valuation amounted to £300. He also 
employed the debtors to assist in carrying on the business, 
and paid them for so doing a salary of £15 a week. For 
this payment, too, he had obtained no previous sanction 
-either from the court or the creditors. At the first meet- 
ing of the creditors a statement of the debtors’ affairs was 
produced, which had been made out by the receiver, and 
was based upon the valuation. An offer of a composition 
was made and accepted, but the acceptance was not con- 
‘firmed at the second meeting, because the debtors had been 
unable to procure a guarantee which they had proposed 
for the payment of some of the instalments of the com- 
position, The debtors were then adjudicated bankrupts, 
‘and the receiver claimed to be paid by the trustee the cost 
of the valuation, and also the amount which had been paid 
to the debtors by way of remuneration for managing the 
business. It was objected that rcle 262 has no application 
to a receiver appointed by the court, and that even if it 
applied, the authority given ‘to investigate the state of 
the debtor’s affairs” could not warrant the employment of 
‘avaluer to value the debtor's assets; and that at any 
rate, the receiver was notjustified inincurring this expense 
without first obtaining the sanction of the court or the 
-reditors. The Chief Judge declined ‘to lay down as a 
general rule that a receiver would in all cases be justified 
in employing a valuer to value the debtor’s ansets. But 
he thought that the duty of investigating the state of the 
debtor’s affairs imposed by rule 262 applied as much toa 
receiver appointed by the court as to a receiver nomi- 
nated by the creditors, and that, in either case, it would be 
the receiver’s duty to inform the creditors at their first 
meeting what he considered the true value of the debtor’s 
-assets, so that they might be able to judge as to the pro- 
priety of accepting any offer which the debtor might make. 
For this purpose it might, in some cases, be very proper 
vto employ a valuer, and tho court had a discretion in the 
matter, and could give its sanction as well after as before 
the thing had been done. His lordship therefore refused 
to disturb the order of the county court, which had 
allowed the costs of the valuation, subject to taxation 
by the registrar. With regard to the sum paid for the 
remuneration of the debtors, it was urged that, inasmuch 
asthe Act, by section 26, gives express power to the 
trustee to appoint the bankrupt himself to superintend the 
management of his property, or to carry on his trade for 
“the benefit of the creditors, “in such manner and on such 
terms as the creditors direct,” and, by section 38, empowers 
the trastee, with the consent of the creditors, to make an 
allowance to the bankrupt out of his property, in considera- 
tion of his services if he is engaged in winding up his 
estate, the inference is that a receiver and manager, to 
whom no such express power is given, could have no 
authority to make any such allowance, at any rate without 
the previous sanction of the court or the creditors. The 
Chief Judge disposed of this objection by asking how the 
manager could manage the business without employing 
proper persons to assist him, and, if the bankrapts were 
proper persons, why should he not employ them and pay 
‘them a salary for their services? His lordship thought 
the matter was one entirely within the discretion of the 
court, and he characterized the appeal from the allowance 
~of the payment by the county court judge as most un- 
reasonable and idle. 


_ 


WE REFERRED last week to the new German law on 
trade marks. The Z'imes of Thursday contained an account 
ofa decision of the Royal Rhenish Court of Appeal at 
Cologne, establishing that subjects of the German empire 
will no longer be able to copy English distinctive marks 
with impunity. The plaintiffs in the case were Messrs. 
Jonas Brooks and Brothers, of Meltham Mills, near Hudders- 
‘field, the well-known thread manufacturers; and the defend- 
ants were the German house of Karthaus and Heuser, of 
Barmen. The plaintiffs had ascertained that colourable 
imitations of their thread, with copies of their wrappers, had 
been largely introduced into many foreign markets by the 
defendants, who not only sold comparatively worthless 
manufactures as those of Brooks Brothers, thus injuring 
their reputation, but were also enabled to undersell them, by 
‘reason of the inferior quality of the goods which they sent 
‘out, The plaintiffs asked for damages for past injuries, and 
The case 


‘for the restraint of such conduct for the future. 








was first heard at Elberfeld, and was there decided in favour 
of the plaintiffs on the 13th of June, 1873. Evidence was 
adduced to show that one lithographer in the employment 
of the defendants had counterfeited the labels and wrappers 
of the plaintiffs, and had supplied some 50,000 or 69,000 of 
his forgeries, and experts declared that the thread sent out 
under these labels and wrappers as “ Brooks’ patent” was 

in all numbers about 20 per cent. too fine, so that, as the 
threads were sold by length, the defendants were able to sell 
thread much cheaper than that of the plaintiffs, but yet with 
a considerably interior strength. These assertions were left 
practically untraversed by the defence, and the court con- 
demned the defendants in damages to the amount of 5,000 

thalers, and in the costs of the case, as well as in the cost of 
advertising the judgment in one Brussels, one Warsaw, one 
London, ard three German newspapers. Against this 
judgment the defendants appealed ; and the final decision of 
the Court of Cologne was given on the 4th of March, 1875, 

confirming the judgment of the court below on all points, 

and dismissing the appeal with costs. 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY ON THE 
JUDICATURE ACT (1873) AMENDMENT BILL, 


Tue Council of the Incorporated Law Society have 
issued the following statement of objections to certain 
clauses in this Bill. 

Section 2 deprives the suiters of the power to take an 
appeal direct to the House of Lords, and will necessitate 
in all cases the hearing of the appeal in the Intermediate 
Appellate Court. 

Tn appeals from the Court of Admiralty the appeal will 
no longer be to the Privy Council, but instead of one 
appeal, as at present, there will be. two appeals, as well 
upon the facts as upon the law. 

The House of Lords will have jurisdiction over the facts 
as well as the law upon appeals from the Chancery and 
Admiralty divisions of the supreme courts, but on appeals 
from the other divisions of the supreme courts the House 
of Lords will have no jarisdiction over questions of fact. 
This is inconsistent with the principle of the Act of 1873. 

Again, the House of Lords will have jurisdiction to 
hear appeals in all interlocutory matters, however trivial, 
from decisions of the Chancery and Admiralty divigions, 
but will have no such power over similar decisions of ‘the 
Common Law divisions, however important. 

Although the operation of section 2 is, in terms, limited 
until the lst of November, 1876, it is notorious that sec- 
tions 20, 21, and 55 of the Act of 1873 are not intended 
to come into operation. 

Section 4.—The number of judges, as the court of 
appeal is proposed to be constituted, would be insufficient. 
The five ex-oficio judges will have their time fully occupied 
with their ordinary daties, or so nearly so as probably to 
be able to attend but seldom the sittings of the court of 
appeal, and the attendance of two other judges will, prac- 
tically, at least, be required at the Privy Council for a con- 
siderable part of each year. 

The court will not be so strongly constituted as to give 
confidence to the suitors. It is, as a rule, unsatisfactory 
that a judge should sometimes ait as a judge of first in- 
stance, and at other times as a jadge of a court of appeal 
which has power to reverse his decisions, and no judge 
should ever sit upon the hearing of an appeal from his 
own decision. The new court would perpetuate some of 
the objections to the existing Exchequer Chamber. 

Unless the circuit system is materially changed, and the 
two Chief Justices and the Chief Baron are relieved from 
going circuit, they cannot attend the Court of Appeal unless 
they absent themselves from their respective courts when 
their attendance in those courts is important, or unless they 
cease to preside at the trial of special jury cases in Middle- 
sex and London. The Act of 1873 provides that there shall 
be continuous sittings for the trial of jury cases in Middle- 
sex and London. 

Section 9.—There is no sufficient reason why the London 
Court of Bankruptcy should not, as provided by the Act of 
18738, form part of the Supreme Court. Disputes in i 
to the affairs of a bankrupt should be dealt with in the same 
manner as other disputes, and the litigants in bankruptcy 
matters should be lett to the ordinary rules and jurisdictions 
affecting other litigants. The creation of a separate tri 
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for contentious bu-iness in bankruptcy has led to great ex- 


nse. 
ee we 12.—The provision that some appeals may be 
heard before three judges, and other appeals before two 
judges only, is objectionable. Many appeals thus to be 
heard before three judges will be appeals from a court com- 
posed of three judges. It may well be that, in the opinion 
of many, the unanimous decision of the three judges of the 
Court of First Instance is of equal weight with the 
unanimous decision of the three judges of the Court of 
Appeal. Ifthe three judges of the Court of Appeal are not 
unanimous, the result will be that two of the judges of the 
Court of Appeal may give a decision opposed to the views 
of four judges, viz., the three judges of the Court of First 
Instance, and one judge of the Court of Appeal. _ 

Section 13, qualifying the registrar of any inferior court 
of record to be a district registrar, is objectionable. It may 
lead to the appointment of unqualified persons. Many of 
the existing inferior courts of record have little or no 
substantial business. 

The Act should come into operation on the 24th of October, 
1875, on which day the next Long Vacation will end. 

Section 22._Express power should be given to make 
more extensive changes in the circuit system, including 

wer to separate the civil from the criminal business. It 
is notorious that in many counties there is not sufficient 
civil business to justify the holding of assizes, and the 
attendance of the judges—at all events, for civil business— 
at many places at which assizes are now held, leads to in- 
convenience and expense. Moreover, without extensive 
alterations in this respect, the system created by the Act of 
1873 cannot be worked, unless with a considerable addition 
to the number of judges. 

The Council observe many matters needing amendment 
in the scheduled rules, but because these are things of de- 
tail, they reserve comment for the consideration of those 
who, when the Act has passed, will have the power of 
amendment. 





MAGISTRATES AND SOLICITORS. 


THE Barrow Daily Times contains the following report of 
some extraordinary proceedings which occurred at the 
Millom Sessions on Monday last. 

“ Monday.—Before the Rev. A. Wilkin (chairman), the Rev. 
J. Irving, Mr. J. E. Weston, Mr. G. Lewthwaite, Mr. 
W. B. Walker, and Mr. J. B. Postlethwaite. 

This, the famous case in which Samuel Smith, publican, 
was charged with permitting drunkenness, was again before 
the bench, with no better result than before, being again 
adjourned for a fortnight for the third time. Mr. Clark, 
solicitor, Lancaster, again appeared for the defence, and 
the following scene took place :— 

Mr. Clark: In this case I appear for the defence. 

The chairman: In the name of the bench I decline to 
hear you. 

Mr. Clark: Very well, I believe I have a right to ap- 
pear as an attorney or advocate in this court. I do not 
wish to have an altercation with the bench, but I shall 
persist in appearing in the case. If you choose to request 
& policeman to exclade me— 

The chairman, interrupting: On behalf of my brother 
magistrates, I beg to adjourn the case for a fortnight that 
the man may obtain another advocate; we will not hear 
you. 

Mr. Clark: I shall appear again. 

The chairman: We beg to decline to hear you as an 
advocate, on account of certain things which have pre- 
viously taken place, and if yon appear in the case in the 
course of the fornight we will not hear you. If the man 
chooses to engage another advocate, we will have no rea- 
son to decline to hear the case: (to the defendant): we 
object to Mr. Clark, and will not hear him until he apolo- 
gizes for his conduct, he having been extremely insolent to 
the bench, and used improper language; therefore they 
will not hear him until he apologizes. 

Mr. Clark (to his client): Do you wish me to appear as 
your attorney / 

The defendant answered in the affirmative. 

Mr. Clark (to the bench): This will cause an incon. 
venience to the public, and will be very serious; probably 
you'll have a block of cases here. 








The Chairmar: I have no doubt we will, but whoZcauses 
that ? 

The Chairman : This case is finished. i a 

Mr. Clark : We will see; it was I who was grossly insulted 
at Bootle. 

The Chairman : You can apply for a mandamus. 

Mr. Clark : I will proceed in another way. 

Later on Mr, Clark asked which case was adjourned, the 
first or second, as a fresh summons had been issued for the 
same offence last week. 

The Chairman: I do not think it matters to you ; we will 
not hear you. 

Mr. Clark : I claim the right to be heard. I ask asa 
matter of right. If you try your right, you will order me 
to be put out of court. 

The bench, advised by their clerk, refused to adopt this 
course. 

The chairman, in reply to Mr. Clark, said they would ad- 
journ both cases if that would suit him. 

Mr. Clark: They are both the same case. 
they to knock their heads together next time? 

Still later on, while Mr. Clark was addressing the bench 
in another case, the chairman, who refused to hear him, ad- 
journed that case also, declared the court adjourned, and 
ordered the room to be cleared.” 

A correspondent informs us that on the 4th of April, 1874, 
six magistrates of the petty sessional division of Bootle, ia 
Cumberland, met, and in Mr. Clark’s absence, passed the 
following resolution :—‘‘ Resolved, that in consequence of 
the insulting expressions made use of by Mr. Clark, solicitor; 
Lancaster, to the bench in the case of the police against 
Robert Askew and others, heard on the 24th of January last, 
and in the case of Sharpe v. Goldsworthy, heard on the 20th 
of February last, Mr. Clark be not allowed to practise in 
the petty sessional courts of this division until he has 
publicly apologized for such expressions.” 


Then are 








Suciteties. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the usual weekly meeting of this society, held on 
Tnesday evening at the Law Institution, the following ‘e 
question was discussed :—‘ Would the fact that a shi 
foundered without visible or adequate cause create, in the 
absence of any evidence as to the condition of the ship, an 
irresistible presumption of unseaworthiness?” The debate 
was opened by Mr. Eady, and carried in the affirmative by 
a majority of one vote. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following petition has been prepared for presentatiom 
with reference to the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts 
Amendment Bill:— 

To the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Ireland in Parliament assembled. 
The Humble Petition of the Incorporated Law Society of 

the United Kingdom 

Sheweth,—That in a Bill pending in your honourable 
House, intituled ‘‘ A Bill to amead the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Acts,” it is proposed among other things to enact 
(section 4) that every claim for compensation for land taken 
exceeding £50, where the parties cannot agree, shall be 
settled by arbitration, Pel | of by a jury or arbitration at 
the option of the landowner, according to the law as it now 
stands. 

That by section 18 of the Bill it is proposed to be enacted 
that in any case in which the promoters shall propose to 
purchase part only of any house, building, or manufactory, 
and the owner shall require them to purchase the whole, it 
shall be competent to the promoters to submit to an arbi- 
trator the question whether the injury that would be caused 
to the residue of the house or other building would be such 
that the promoters onght to be required to purchase the 
whole, or any, and what, part of such house or other build- 
ing, instead of the promoters being bound, as by law thoy 
now are, to take the whole house or building if the owner be 
unwilling to sell part. 

That your petitioners believe that both of the said pro- 
posed provisions would be injurious, and that they should 
not be allowed to become law. 
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That owners of property should not be compelled to sub- 
mit their rights to the decision of irresponsible arbitrators 
in whose selection they have no voice. Experience proves 
that such arbitrators are in the habit of acting to great 
extent upon their own preconceived views rather than upon 
the evidence adduced before them. Moreover the opinions 
and prejudices of the professional arbitrators soon become 

nerally known, and there is consequently much room for 
favouritism in the selection of the arbitrator. 

That a considerable number of cases of disputed com- 
pensation for property taken compulsorily involve large 
sums of money, and are of great importance to the parties 
immediately interested, and affect the rights of infant 
children and others entitled in reversion who are not parties 
to the proceeding. 

That although it is necessary for public considerations 
that the property of private individuals should be taken 
compulsorily from them for works of a public character, 
yet your petitioners submit that the exercise of such powers 
should only be compulsory when the B prong are 
conducted before a recognized legal tribunal sitting in open 
court. 

In reference to the alteration proposed to be effected by 
section 18, your petitioners would observe that the law on 
this subject has now been in operation thirty years. The 
proposed clause is.vague and uncertain. It defines no 
principle, and leaves everything to the arbitrary discretion 
of an arbitrator. No sufficient ground is shown for such 
an alteration of the law. 

Your petitioners, therefore, pray your honourable House 
that oe above-mentioned Bill may not be allowed to pass 
into law. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The fifteenth anniversary festival of this society was 
held on Taesday evening at the Freemasons’ Tavern, Great 
Queen-street. The attendance was not quite so numerous 
&8 on previous occasions, owing, no doubt, to the decision 
arrived at by the association at the annual meeting at 
Leeds, that no complimentary tickets should be issued to 
members of the bar, though this deficiency was to some 
extent made good by the presence of a considerable number 
of country members, who may have found an additional in- 
ducement to attend in the fact that the dinner was fixed 

for the eve of the Derby-day. The Right Hon. the 
Lord Mayor occupied the chair, and amongst the company 
were the following :—Mr. Alderman and Sheriff Ellis, Mr. 
Sheriff Shaw, the Mayors of Folkestone and Peterborough ; 
the presidents of the Bath Law Society, the Kent Law 
Society, and the Wakefield Law Society ; the town clerk 
of London; the clerks of the Worshipful Companies of 
Cutlers, Farriers, and Poulters ; Messrs. W. J. D. Andrew 
(and friends), London ; S. H. Asker, Norwich ; G. Beetham 
Batchelor, Lordon; John Batchelor, Greenwich ; Joseph 
Beaumont (and friend), Coggeshall ; E. Bedford, London ; 
W. F. Blandy, Reading; FE. J. Bridgman, London; H. 
Briggs, Isleworth ; W. B. Brook, London; E. F. Burton, 
London; C. Chandler, Shrewsbury; W. Cheesman, 
Hastings; W. Chubb, London; H. Cosedge (and friend), 
London ; F. Filliter, Wareham; C. Ford, London; K. H. 
Fryer, Gloucester ; C. H. Gates (and friend), Lutterworth ; 
T, M. Golding, Walsham-le-Willows; F. Gordon (and 
friend), London ; W. Greaves, London ; E, Hedger, London ; 
G. W. H. Janeway, London; F. H. Janson (and friends), 
London; J. H. Kays, London ; Thos. King, Brighton ; 
John Kynaston (and friend), London ; Edwin Low, London ; 
A. Maybew (and friends), London; J. J. Merriman, 
London ; John Moody, Derby; W. B. Paterson, London ; 
Major Pountain, Derby; and Messrs. W. H. Roberts (and 
friends), London; J. Anderson Rose, London ; Wm. Ruston, 
Brentford; Wm. Ruston, jun., Brentford; Wm. BE. 
Shirley, Doncaster; J. M. Shugar, Tring ; 8. Smith, 
London; J. Stone, Bath; H. S. Styan, London; James 
Tassell, Faversham ; J. S. Torr, London; H. J. Torr, 
London ; 0. H. Turner, Exeter ; F. T. Veley, Chelmsford ; 
A. ©. Veley, Chelmsford; and H. 8, Wasbrough, Bristol. 

The dinner was served in capital style, and a good seleo- 
tion of vocal music was rendered during the evening by Miss 
J. Wells, Miss Ransford, Mr. W. E. Ransford, Mr. Theo- 
= Distin, and Mr. Land, who presided at the piano- 


lorte, 
The healths of the Queen and of the Prince and Princess of 





Wales and the other members of the Royal family were pro- 
posed by the chairman and received with the usual enthu- 
siasm. 

The CHAIRMAN, in proposing ‘The Army, Navy, and 
Auxiliary Forces,” briefly alluded to the changes which were 
now taking place both in the army and navy, and expressed 
his conviction that-the auxiliary forces, if ever called upon, 
which he trusted they never would be, would fully sustain 
the national character. He begged to couple with the toast 
the name of Major Pountain. 

Major Poonraty, of the Nottinghamshire Militia, in 
responding, referred to the difficulties which had of late 
been experienced in recruiting for the army, which he was 
sure those at the head of affairs would get over if possible, 
and spoke of the services which had been rendered in times 
past by his own regiment of militia. 

The CuarrMan then rose to propose the toast of the even- 
ing: ‘*The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, and may 
Prosperity attend it.” In so doing he said that he at first 
felt somewhat doubtful and diffident about ‘accepting the 
invitation which had been given him to preside on the pre- 
sent occasion, because for many years past the annual festival 
of this association had been presided over by some of the 
most learned and illustrious judges of the land, his imme- 
diate predecessor being Lord Selborne, whose eminent talents 
were only equalled by the warmth of his feelings for the 
profession generally. On reading the report, however, of 
what took place at the annual meeting in October last, he 
became reconciled to the position he was asked to occupy, 
for these reasons. In the first place, he found that the 
society had made upits mind to rely in future upon its own 
strength and its own foundation, and secondly, it appeared 
that a worthy predecessor of his own, Mr. Alderman Wire, 
had presided over the first annual festival. He quite agreed, 
if he might venture to say so, that considering the number 
of the profession it was right that they should make a new 
start in this way, and rely no longer on extraneous help, 
and he was not certain whether the means hitherto pursued 
of seeking the aid of the generous and noble of the land to 
preside over and take part in these annual meetings was a 
wise one to continue. The legal profession, consisting as it 
did of 10,000 members, ought not to be sending round the 
hat begging, for it was really large enough to depend upon 
itself. He was happy to find on looking at the report 
that the applications for relief had not been se 
humerous amongst members of the society as non- 
members, and that was a strong argument in favour of 
increasing their numbers as much as possible, They had only 
2,400 members, and he was happy to find there did nc? 
seem to be so much distress as might have been supposed, 
the amount expended in relief last year being only £420, 
the greater proportion of which was given to the widows 
and families of non-subscribers. The income was something 
like £3,300 a year, a considerable portion of which was 
carefully and safely invested, the amount so secured being 
now over £30,000. He hoped, therefore, that if a larger 
number of the profession came forward to support the 
society, the invested funds might become large enough to 
allow of granting permanent annuities, which he looked 
upon as the only effectual means of bestowing relief in many 
cases. When temporary assistance was given the recipient 
was very soon in as bad a condition as before, but when 
an annuity was granted the person receiving it was relieved 
from anxiety for the future. Exception had been taken by 
some to their annual dinners, but he believed experience 
showed that they were very useful, in fact that the only 
way to reachan Englishman's heart was through his stomach. 
A friend of his who entertained this distaste for dinners was 
connected with a charity in aid of which he got up a meet- 
ing in the city, and had some capital speeches, but the 
results were very trifling, and he hai at last to get upa 
dinner, when a very good subscription was the result. 
There could not be a more worthy feeling than that of 
sympathy and benevolence towards those who were not in such 
good circumstances as themselves, and he was sure such 
teelings were strengthened and developed by these annual 
gatherings. His main object in attending that evening 
was to urge the importance of their all putting their 
shoulders to the wheel and trying to induce their friends to 
join the society. The sum subscribed was certainly small com- 
pared with the amount raised by other similar societies, and 
though it was true the number of applications for relief had 
not been large, he thought that could only be accounted for by 
the fact that there was a disinelination amongst the members 
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of the profession to which he had the honour to belong to 
its being known that they were in distress. Considering 
the importance of the profession, he thoaght they ought 
to possess sufficient funds to be enabled to relieve all cases 
of real want that came before them, and to that end he 
appealed to all his hearers to do their best to improve their 
position. 

The toast was received with great enthusiasm. 

Mr. F. T. VeLEy (Chelmsford), in proposing the health 
of the chairman, referred again to the annual meeting at 
Leeds, when it was determined not to issue complimentary 
tickets to the bench and the bar, especially as the latter 
body had lately established a somewhat similar society of 
their own for the relief of necessitous members. Attorneys 
and solicitors were not called upon to subscribe for dis- 
tressed members of the bar, and therefore they did not 
feel that they ought, on their part, to solicit contributions 
to their own funds. Referring to the official position of 
the chairman he said that members of the profession in 

rate towns had an advantage over their country 
brethren in respect to judicial appointments, because, 
though solicitors were from their professional training and 
business qualities well qualified for magisterial duties, 
they were not eligible for them in counties. Unfortunately 
the question was, not what were a man’s abilities, but 
where he lived. 

The CuatrMAN, in responding, said he should always 
consider it an honour to belong to the profession, in which 
he had practised for thirty years, and should never think of 
withdrawing his name from the roll of attorneys. He 
again expressed his deep interest in the society, which he 
trusted would go on and prosper. 

Mr. F. H. Janson next proposed the health of ‘‘ The 
Visitors,” which was briefly acknowledged by Mr. Alder- 
man and Sheriff Ellis—who spoke ef the good terms 
on which he had always found himself with the profession 
—and by the Mayor of Peterborough. 

“The Stewards” was proposed by Mr. Sheriff Shaw, and 
responded to by Mr. J. S. Torr. 

The CuarrMAn said he must take the liberty of proposing 
one more toast, though it was not down on the list, and 
should ask them to drink the health of a gentleman who 
had worked indefatigably for the society since its com- 
mencement, Mr. Hiffe, the secretary. He might also take 
that opportunity of announcing that the amount of sub- 
scriptions that evening exceeded £500. 


Mr. Eirre, the secretary, briefly acknowledged the toast, 
and this brought the proceedings to & close, 








Obituary. 


MR. ROBERT CASSWELL. 


Mr. Robert Casswell, barrister-at-law, died, at North 
Ormsby, Lincolnshire, on the 18th inst., from consumption, 
at the age of thirty-two. The deceased was the third son 
of the late Mr. Thomas Casswell, of Pointon, Lincolnshire, 
and was born in 1843. He was educated at Trinity Hall, 
Cambridge, where he obtained a scholarship, and graduated 
in the second class of the classical tripos in 1866. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary 
Term, 1868, and was a member of the Midland Circuit, 
attending also the Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, and Lin- 
colushire Sessions. He was, until afew weeks before his 
death, a valued member of the staff of the Weekly Re. 
porter, reporting for that publication in the Court of 
Queen's Bench. His industry and efficiency in this capa- 
city were very marked, and when failing health compelled 
him to relinquish his duties, his resignation occasioned 
mouch regret. His early death, at the commencement of o 
promising career in his profession, has been greatly 
lamented. 


ee 


Mh. ROBERT DUDLEY BAXTER. 


Mr. Kobert Dudley Baxter, solicitor, of Victoria-street, 
Westminster, died at his residence at Hampstead a few days 
ago, at the age of forty-eight. The deceased was the eldest 
6on of Mr. Robert Baxter, of Highfield, Yorkshire, the head 





of the well-known firm of railway and parliamentary 
solicitors, and was born at Doncaster in 1827. He was 
educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated 
as a senior optime and second class in the classical tripos 
in 1849. In 1852, after having been duly articled to his 
father, he was admitted a solicitor, and he remained in 
practice up to the time of his death. Mr. Baxter was a 
Conservative, and had written much on political subjects, 
but his favourite study was statistics, and he had been 
for nearly ten years a member of the Council of the 
Statistical Society. He was the author of ‘‘ Railway Exten- 
sion and its Results” (published in 1866), ‘*The National 
Income of the United Kingdom” (1868), ‘* Taxation of the 
United Kingdom ” (1869), ‘‘ English Parties and Conserva- 
tism ” (1870), “National Debts” (1871), and ‘* Local 
Government and Taxation” (1874); and several smaller 
~~ and letters to the daily journals. He was alsoa 
regular attendant at the congresses of the Social Science 
Association, taking an especially active part in the transac- 
tions of the statistical department. His literary and poli- 
tical activity, added to a laborious professional practice, had 
for some time undermined his health, and induced disease of 
the heart, which proved fatal. Mr. Baxter was married to 
the daughter of Mr. Robert Taylor, of Broomielands, 
Dumfriesshire, by whom he leaves two sons. 


MR. WILLIAM HAWKINS. 


We regret to announce the death, in his seventy-seventh 
year, of Mr. William Hawkins, solicitor, of Hitchin. The 
deceased was the seventh son of Major Henry Hawkins, 
of the East India Company’s service, and was born in 
1798. He was educated at Rugby, and after serving 
his articles with his elder brother he was admitted a 
solicitor in 1820. A few years later he commenced to prac- 
tise at Hitchin in partnership with his brother and the late 
Mr. Francis Pett, and more recently his nephew, Mr. John 
Gurney Hawkins, was added to the firm. He was for many 
years clerk to the Herts magistrates at Hitchin, and to the 
Bedfordshire magistrates at Biggleswade, and enjoyed the 
respect and confidence of the justices of both divisions. 
It is stated that an appeal from a decision based upon Mr. 
Hawkins’s advice was almost unknown. He took an active 
interest in all subjects affecting the interests of the town of 
Hitchin. The public library was established mainly through 
his exertions, and he presented a valuable collection of boo 
onits foundation. He was also one of the principal founders 
and supporters of the Mechanics’ Institute. He was a man 
of literary and seientific tastes. A lecture of his on ‘* Emigra- 
tion’ was published by the Emigration Commissioners in 
1833, and he also circulated a series of letters under the title 
“Thoughts on Agriculture.” Mr. Hawkins’s death has 
caused great regret in the neighbourhood, and his funeral, 
which took place at the Hitchin Cemetery on Thursday, the 
12th inst., was attended by a large number of his fellow- 
townsmen. His elder brother, Mr. John Hawkins, is. the 
oldest solicitor in the county, having been admitted as long 
ago as in 1813. 








On Saturday a meeting of policyholders in the European 
Assurance Company and others which have been amalga- 
mated with it, was held at Dablin Quay, for the purpose of 
taking into consideration the provisions of the European 
Assurance Society Arbitration Bill, now pending before 
Parliament. It was resolved “ That this meeting regards 
with apprehension and distrust that provision of the Euro- 
pean Assurance Society Arbitration Bill, now pending be- 
fore Parliament, whereby barristers are made eligible to 
the office of arbitrator in place of jadges, as enacted b; 
the Act of 1872, and is of opinion that the former shoul 
not be selected for that responsible position, unless it is 
proved that the services of the latter cannot be obiained.” 
‘That the right of appeal should not bo limited as pro- 
posed by the Bill, but should extend to all cases in which 
the decision to be appealed against shall conflict with the 
decision of the Court of Chancery, and that all appeals 
from the decision of the arbitrator, and fll questions in 
special cases stated by him, should be heard and deter- 
mined by not less than two of the judges of the Court of 


Appeal in Chancery.” 
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Appotutments, Ete. 


Mr. R. G. M. Browns, chief clerk in the registry of the 
Court of Admiralty, has been appointed Marshal of that 
court in suecession to Mr. Evan Jones, who, after having 
held the appointment for twenty-five years, has retired. 


Mr. Ropert Canson, Q.C., has been appointed Chairman 
of Quarter Sessions for the County of Kildare, in succes- 
gion to Mr, Lefroy, Q.C., appointed chairman for the 
county of Armagh. Mr. Carson was called to the bar in 
Ireland in 1850, and is a member of the North-West 
Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1868. 


Mr. Gtorcr Curry, solicitor, of Cleckheaton, York- 
shire, has been elected Clerk to the Local Board for the 
District of Liversedge. 


Mr. Witiiam Harris Fatoon, barrister, has been re- 
appointed Professor of Constitutional and Criminal Law 
at the King’s-inn, Dublin, for a farther period of three 
years. Mr. Faloon was called to the Irish bar in 1838, 
‘and is a member of the North-East Circuit. 


Mr. Artaur Joun pe Hocueprep Larpent, of the 
Bombay Civil Service, now judge at Poonah, has been ap- 
pointed to act asa Judge of the High Court of Judica- 
ture at Bombay, during the absence of Mr. Justice West. 


New Commissioners ror TAKING AFFIDAVITS. 


Mr. Joun Exuis, Chester (Common Pleas). 
Mr. James Rawsinson, 6, Kingsdown-road, Holloway 


(Exchequer). 


Courts. 


THE RAILWAY COMMISSION* 


April 27.—The Stokes Bay Railway and Pier Company vy. 
The London and South-Western Railway Company. 


Arbitration—Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, 3. 8— 
Arbitration Act, 1859—Jurisdiction. 

The 8th section of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, enacts 
(inter alia) that “ Where any difference between railway com- 
panies is, under the provisions of any general or special Act, 

uired or authorized to be refered to arbitration, such 
difference shall, at the instance of any party to the 
difference, and with the consent of the Commissioners, be re- 
ferred to them for their decisionin lieu of being referred to 
arbitration.” The 8. B. and L. and S. W. Railway Com- 
panies agreed to refer all differences that should arise between 
them respecting the purchase of the railway of the former by 
the latter company to arbitration, in accordance with the 

provisions of the Railway Companies Arbitration Act, 1859. 

A difference afterwards arose between the companies respecting 

the said purchase, and the selling company thereupon applied 

to the Commissioners to decide it. Upon objection by the 
es company that the Commissioners had no jurisdic- 

ion to entertain the application, since the difference was not 
required or authorized to be referred to arbitration under the 
provisions of any general or special Act, 

Held, that by the companies’ adoption in their agreement of the 
Act of 1859, the difference, when it arose, was authorized by 
the provisions of that Act to be referred to arbitration within 
the meaning of section 8 of the Act of 1873, and therefore 
that the Commissioners had jurisdiction to decide it. 

In this case an application to the Railway Commissioners 
had been filed at the instance of the Stokes Bay Railway and 
Pier Copper, for the settlement of a difference between 
them and the London and South-Western Railway Com- 
rid under section 8 of the Regulation of Railways Act, 





By the Stokes Bay Railway and Pier Act, 1858, power 
was given to the applicants and to the London and South. 
Western Railway Company to enter into agreements 
with reference to the working of tho railway and pier, and 
other purposes, and under the authority of this Act, and 
ander an agreement dated the 20th of December, 1858, the 
South-Western Company worked the railway and pier from 
1860 to 1871. By the South-Western Railway General Act, 
1860, section 32, it was enacted that the two companies 


*Reported by W. H, MacnaMana, Ksq., Barristor-at-Law. 











might enter into agreements for the following (among other) 
purposes :— 

1. The granting of a lease by the Stokes Bay Company of 
their undertaking ; 

2. The making by them, and the accepting by the South- 
Western Company, of a sale or transfer of allor any part of 
the undertaking. 

By deed made between the two companies in October, 
1872, the Stokes Bay Company demised their undertaking 
to the South-Western Company, for a certain term,at-a rentof 
£2,000 per annum, with a covenant that, in certain events, 
the lessors should sell the undertaking to the lessees on the 
1st of January, 1875, for £40,000. The covenant also con- 
tained the following article :—‘‘ If any dispute, question, or 
controversy, shall arise between the lessors and lessees touch- 
ing these presents, or any clause herein, or the construction 
hereof, or any matter connected with these presents or their 
operation, &c., the matters in difference shall he referred to 
two arbitrators or their umpire,’ pursusnt to and so as with 
regard to the mode and consequence of the reference, and in 
all other respects to conforfn to the provisions in that behalf 
contained in the Railway Companies Arbitration Act, 
1859, or any then subsisting Statutory modification there- 
of.” In December, 1873, the South-Western Company sent 
to the applicants the draft of a deed of conveyance of the 
undertaking, and also requisitions on title. The draft con- 
veyance was approved, and all the requisitions on title dis- 
posed of, except one in respect of a piece of land taken by 
the applicants from the Crown for a term of 999 years at the 
yearly rent of £1. Upon this a difference arose between the 
parties, the South-Western Company contending that they 
were entitled to require a frechold in this piece of land. The 
Stokes Bay Company applied to the Commissioners to decide 
the difference, whereapon the South-Western Company 
took out a summons to dismiss the same upon the ground 
that the Commissioners had no jurisiiction to hear it, as the 
difference was not one within the meaning of the 8th section 
of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873. 

Tindal, appeared in support of the summons, and con- 
tended that the difference brought before the Commissioners 
was authorized to be referred only by an agreement between 
the parties, and was not a difference ‘‘ required or authorized 
to be referred to arbitration under the provisions of any 
general or special Act,’’ within the 8th section of the 
Regulation of Railways Act, 1873. 

The Commissioners, however (without calling upon 
Littler, Q.C., and J. W. Batten, who appeared to oppose the 
summons), decided that they had jurisdiction to hear the 
case. ‘They said that the agreement between the two come 
panies, which contained the arbitration clause, was itself 
authorized by a special Act of Parliament, and indeed 
could not have been made withovt the authority of Parlia- 
ment, and that by adopting in such agreement the provisions 
of the general Act enabling railway companies to refer their 
differences to arbitration, they made it apply at once, so 
soon as the difference arose, and, thereupon, there was a 
difference existing between the companies authorized to be 
referred to their arbitration under that general Act. The 
agreement was merely a declaration by the parties that they 
would be bound by such general Act. The case was some> 
what analogous to the application of cther Acts of Parlia- 
ment by the persons interested in their operation—for 
instance, the adoption of the Public Health Act by 
towns, which thereupon exercised the authority of 
those Acts, and proceeded under them, although their own 
immediate intervention was required to render the provisions 
of the Acts applicable to them. It was important, with 
the view of saving great expense and delay between railway 
companies, to uphold the arbitration clauses of the Regula- 
tion of Railways Act, 1873; and the Commissioners would 
for that purpose give to them the most liberal construction 
that they felt themselves reasonably justitied in giving. 

Solicitor for the applicants, J. B. Betien. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Birchams. 


BANKRUPTCY COURT. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Broveaan, acting as Chief Judge.) 
May 6.—Re Greaves, 
A trader filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement or com= 


saition under seotions 125 and 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
869, and at the first meeting the ore ditors resolved to accept 


———— 


* Reported by 3.0. Broven, Ksq., Barris ter-at-Law. 
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a composition of 5s. in the pound. payable by four equal in- 
stalments, and at the adjourned first meeting the resolution 
was confirmed. The debtor paid the first instalment of the 
composition, but made default in payment of the second, and 
immediately after such default caused notices to be filed 
convening 2 meeting under section 126, par. 6, for the pur- 
pose of varying the terms of the composition. E. and G., 
who were creditors, after the receipt of one of the notices, 
sees an action for the recovery of the amount of their 
ebt. 

Upon an application being made by the debtor for an injunction 
to restrain proceedings in the action, 

Held, that such injunction ought to be granted, but, as the 
debtor’s property had been considerably reduced, only condi- 
tionally on a receiver being appointed; E. and G. to have 
their costs, with liberty to sign judgment in the action, but 
not to proceed further. 

This was an application by a liquidating debtor for an 
injunction to restrain proceedings in an action brought 
against him by Messrs. Egan and Grimsdell, creditors. 

The facts were as follows:—On the 19th of Novem- 
ber, 1874, the debtor (a trader) filed a petition for liqui- 
dation by arrangement or composition under sections 125 
and 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and at the first meet- 
ing, held on the 18th of December, the creditors resolved to 
accept a composition of 5s. in the pound, payable by instal- 
ments of 1s. 3d. each, the first fourteen days after registra- 
tion, the second three months, the third six months, and 
the fourth nine months. At the adjourned meeting the 
creditors confirmed the resolntion, which was duly registered 
on the 19th of January, 1875. The debtor paid the firat 
instalment of the composition, but made default in payment 
of the second, and on the 24th of April (being two days 
after a bill for the amount of the second instalment became 
due) Messrs. Egan and Grimsdell, creditors for £424, com- 
menced an action against the debtor for the recovery of the 
sum due to them. In the meantime, on the 21st of April, 
the debtor caused notices to be filed convening a meeting 
of his creditors under section 126, par. 6, of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, for the purpose of varying the terms of the com- 
position, and it appeared that Messrs. Egan and Grimsdell 
brought their action after the receipt of one of those 
notices. The affidavits showed that the liabilities of the 
debtor now amounted to about £9,000, and that he pos- 
sessed assets consisting of stock-in-trade about £100, the 
value of the property at the date of the registration of the 
resolution being much greater. 

Bagley, in support of the application.—The debtor, find- 
ing himself unable to carry out the terms of the composi- 
tion, has a right to call his creditors together under section 
126, par. 6, and it would be unjust to allow one creditor 
to sweep off everythiog in the meantime. 

F. Knight, for Messrs. Egan and Grimsdell, eotra.—The 
question in this case is whether the court has any jurisdic- 
tion to entertain the application. The debtor having made 
default in payment of the second instalment, the creditors 
are remitted to their original rights. In Ex parte The 
Radcliffe Investment Company, Re Glover (22 W. R. 235, 
L. B. 17 Eq. 121), a circumstance had been everlooked which 
rendered it impossible for the debtor to carry out the terms 
of the composition. The debtor in the present case gives 
no reason for the defanlt. Re Sydney and Wiggins (22 
W. BR. 205) shows that a debtor cannot file a second petition 
for liquidation while a former petition is pending. If the 
debtor's present statement in regard to his assets be correct, 
it is impossible to understand upon what basis the original 
offer proceeded. To allow the present application will be 
to open the door to enormous frands. 

Bagley, in reply.—Immediately the respondents received 
notice of the meeting they proceeded at law. If they are 
allowed to go forward they will take the whole of the assets. 

Brovenam, Registrar, ssid that the respondents were 
quite right in commencing the action, but, as the meeting 

been called before the writ issned, he thought the 
debtor wes entitled to take the opinion of the creditors as 
to the course to be adopted. Bat, inasmuch as it appeared 
that the property had been considerably reduced since the 
statement of affairs wan presented, the injunction would 
be granted only upon the condition that a receiver be 

i 3 the creditors t have their costs, and to be at 
pwr d to sign judgment in the action, but not to proceed 

eT. 


Solicitor for the debtor, Buchanan. 
Solicitors for Messrs. yan and Grimadell, Dighy and 


. 





Parliament and Leqtslatian. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


May 21.—Tue Treasury Minute on Costs or Prosgcu- 
TIONS. 

Mr. Gorst, in calling attention to the minute, after refer. 
ring to the history of the question, said there were s2veral 
serious objections to it. The first blunder was ths strange 
assumption on which it proceeded that all the disallow 
ances made in past years were lawfal and proper. Nobody 
who read the minute would suppose that these disallow- 
ances had been denounced by the members of the very 
Government who agreed to the minute. He should like to 
give the House one or two specimens of the disallowances 
which the Treasury were in the habit of making in the cost 
of prosecutions. In January, 1874, acase occurred at the 
quarter sessions for the county of Lancaster, held in the 
town of Lancaster. The chairman of quarter sessions ex- 
pressly ordered that a witness resident in London should 
be summoned by a Crown Office subpena. It was served 
at a cost of £1 1s, 5d. That sum was disallowed, 
and the chairman of the quarter sessions was Rich- 
ard Assheton Cross, the present Home Secretary, 
His next objection to the minute was, that it made invi- 
dious andimproper distinctions between clerks of assizo 
and clerks of the peace: the Treasury accepting the 
taxation of the one class of officers and not the other, 
though both were equally independent of local influence, 
His next objection was that, under this minute, the Trea- 
sury proposed to strike an average of the costs for pro- 
secutions for the last three years, and to pay ai the rate 
allowed, which would, in fact, make perpetual the illegal 
transactions of the last three years. Another thing to be 
remarked was the insidious intentions which it was appa- 
rent the Treasury had for the future. The examiners of 
criminal law costs were not to be abolished. There was 
still to be an examination of bills from assizes and quarter 
sessions, not with a view to making deductions, but with a 
view to a possible revision of the matter at -the end of 
three years, at which time he had no doubt we should 
have a very great reduction. There were two reasous 
why the Treasury minute ought not to be persevered in. 
The first was that, according to the judges of tho 
land, the practice which this minute proposed to 
establish was illegal, and Parliament was not 
going to pass an Act which would prevent the 
ratepayers from being re-imbursed to the fall amount 
of the costs. The second reason was that the prac- 
tical effect of the minute on the administration of justice 
would be very injurious. The justices would cease to remit 
all the heavier cases to be tried at quarter sessions, and the 
assizes would be overburdened with work.—The CHan- 
CELLOR of the Excueqver said it might be contended that 
what had been done up to the year 1874 was in a certain 
sense illegal, but the House must bear in mind that the 
House of an might make its grants on what conditions 
it pleased, and the question now was, not whether the action 
of the Treasury had been ep in past years, but what was 
the priaciple upon which these grants were to be made in 
future. Would the House admit the principle that Parlia- 
ment should make payments in respect of expenses of this 
kind without submitting them to any audit or examination 
at all? In former times the practice was for Parliament to 
grant out of the Consolidated Fund one half of the costs of 
prosecutions, In 1846, however, Sir Robert Peel thought it 
a reasonable boon to grant the whole instead of only a moiety.. 
Within three or four years after that the expense of prosecu- 
tions jumped up by one-fifth. Was it not obvious, there- 
fore, that less control was exercised than had previously been 
the case? As matters stood the Government had only a 
choice of evils before them, and it was thought better that 
the Treasury should pay a lump sum to the county autho- 
ties in place of these costs, #0 as to avoid all disputes arising 
outof them in future, Should it be found that the sums 


were too small they might be subject to revision from 
time to time. 
Expowrp Scuoois Act (1868) Continuance. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Tunnrixe Roane. 
Mr. Sciater-Booru introduced a Bill for the further 
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amerd vent of {fie Jaws relating to turnpike roads in South 
Wales. 

May 24.—Pustic Works Loan Acts AMENDMENT’. 

On a divisior this Bill was read a second time by 249 to 
175. The Bill was then ordered to be referred to a select 
committee. 

Pusitrc Works Loan Acts ConsoLmpatrIon. 

This Bill was also 1eai a second time, and was ordered 
to be referred to the same select committee, with an in- 
struction that the two Bills should be consolidated into one. 


Mitirary Manceevvres, 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Post-oFFIcE. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Pvsuic Stores. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Giese Loan (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Rartway Companigs, 
This Bil! passed through committee. 


Justices (DvBLry). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Survey (Great Barras) Acts Continuance. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Bisuopric or St. ALBANS. 
This Bi!l was read a third time. 


Saxe or Foop anp Drugs. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Intestates’ Wipows AND CHILDREN Act ExTeENnsIoN. 
TLis bill was read a second time. 
May 25.—Pustic Heats. 

The House went into committee on this Bill, 

Clauses up to 17 were agreed to. 

On clause 17, Mr. Watrer drew attention to line 12. 
The clause provided against the conveyance of sewage 
into “any natural stream or watercourse,” and he fro- 
posed to add these words—“ or into any lake, pond, or 
canal.” —Mr. Scrater-Boorn engaged to bring up words 
on the report which would carry out the object of his 
hon. friend. — The clause was then agreed to, as were 
clauses up to 68. 

On clause 68, Mr. RaTHBONE moved to insert words 
which would have the effect of preventing or punishing 
the use of impure water for the manufacture of soda- 
water or other drinks.—The amendment was adopted.— 
Mr. DENIsoN moved farther to amend the clause by the 
insertion of words to compel owners of wells or cisterns 
to repair them in case they required it.— The amend- 
ment was adopted, and the clause as amended was 
agreed to. 

Clauses up to 167 were also agreed to. 

Clause 168 was negatived. 

Clauses 169 to 189 were agreed to. 

On clause 190, Mr. RatrHsone moved the addition of 
words enabling the medical officer to appoint a deputy 
in case of illness or incapacity.—The amendment was 
agreed to, and the clause as amended was then passed. 

Clauses 190 to 198, inclusive, having been agreed to, 
progress was reported, 

Lanp Tirtrs anp TRANSFER. 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Post-orrice. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Giene Loan (Irenanp). 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Inrastates’ Winows AND Cuitpren Act Exrsnston, 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Punic Srores, 

This Bill was read a third time. 


Raruway Companirs, 

This Bill was read a third time. 

Brits reap A First Tre, 

Sir EB. Warkin brought in a Bill for faoilitating the 
establishment of provident savings banks in connection 
with industrial enterprize. 

Sir EB. Watkin alao introduced a Bill to provide for 


j compensation to workpeople engaged in common employ- 
ment, in cases of injury by accidents when employed. 

Mr. Wixn (for Sir J. Astley) introduced a Bill to 
make the administration of poisonous drugs and com- 
pounds to horses and other animals a punishable offence. 


Marrimonrat Cavses AND Marrrace Law (IReEuanp). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


PARLIAMENTARY Exections (RetcRNinG Orricers). 

This Bill as amended was considered.—On the motion 
of Mr. Downrine, two amendments were agreed to, ex- 
cluding Ireland from the operation of the Bill. ? 

May 27.—Cvstoms anp Intanp Revenye. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Savixes Banks. 

The House went into committee on this Bill, but the 

preamble was postponed, and progress reported. 


Pustic Heatra. 

The committee on this Bill was resumed até clause 199, 
and the remaining clauses were, with amendments, ap- 
proved and added to the Bill, which passed through com- 
mittee. 

Miura Laws ConsonmpaTion AND AMENDMENT. 

This Bill was read a second time. 


Merrorouitan Potice (Surgeon, Cierx, &c., SupEr- 
ANNUATION). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Pustic ENTERTAINMENTS. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Justices (Dvetry). 

This Bill was read a third time. 

Tvurnrrke Roaps (Sovra Waxes). 
This Bill was read a second time. 

Mitrrarny Mancevvres. 

This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Post-OFFICcE. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Guirne Loan (IRELAND). 

This Bill was read a third time and passed. 

Brits rEaD A First Troe. 

Mr. W. H. Sirs brought in a Bill to repeal the Act of 
the 30 & 31 Vict. c. 108, intituled “ An Act to provide for 
the Guarantee of Persons holding Situations of Trust under 
Government by Companies, Societies, or Associations,” 
and to make other provision in lieu thereof. 

Sir M. Hicxs-Bsacuz brought in a Bill to amend the laws 
relating to private and district lunatic asylums in Ireland, 
and a Bill to make certain temporary enactments relating 
to linen, hempen, and other manufactures in Ireland per- 
petual. 








Leqal Ltenrs. 


With reference to Sir E. Beckett’s statement, in the 
letter to which we referred last week, that it has been 
publicly said that the Judicature Act “ was forced 
Parliament without any real discussion, and that the law 
officers of the day refused to discuss it,” Lord Coleridge 
writes to the Times, “I find, on reference to ‘ Hansard,’ 
which, of course, does not report ai/ speeches made in 
committee, that I made myself between sixty and seventy 
reported speeches on the Bill during its progress through 
the House of Commons, and I find between forty and fifty 
speeches of the then Solicitor-General, the present Master 
of the Rolls, made daring the progress of the Bill, and 
reported by the same authority. This is not mach like 
a ‘refusal fo discuss’ the Bill on our part. It is not the 
fact that we refused to disouss it.” 


Can the following statement of the Times of India be 
correct >— Serjeant Ballantine, when he left these shores 
on the 22nd of March, bore away with him a Sanskrit ode. 
If he had waited till the following morning, it might have 
been a comfort to him to read in our columns an English 
translation of that ode, and also a very flowery address 
from the —— Assoviation, sabscribed with the name 








of Nagindas Brybhukhandas, a vakeel practising in Katty. 
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war. The address was fairly flattering to the learned 
gerjeant, and was not at all treasonable towards the 
Government. It alluded, of course, to the difficulties 
which the said Government had thrown in the way of the 
appointment of the learned serjeant to defend the 
Guikwar ; complained of the ‘ indifference which they had 
manifested in deposing their ancient ally of Baroda’; but 
avowed that all was coming right, that the popular 
‘grief’ was turned to ‘joy,’ and that in the end virtue 
would prove triamphant. Mr. Peile, without asking Mr, 
Nagindas whether he had really signed this rebellious 
address, or whether he had any explanation to give, issued 
a ukase in the Agency Gazette in the following terms :— 
*‘Nagindas Brybhukhandas, a vakeel and authorized 
translator in the courts of the Kattywar Political Agency, 
having published a document in which the British Govern- 
ment is charged with dishonourable acts and intentions, 
his sunuds are cancelled from this date.’” 


According to the Aljany Law Journal, a strange and un- 
fortunate defect has been discovered in the United States 
laws concerning crimes on shipboard. By the act of 
March 3, 1825, it was provided that if any offence shall 
be committed on board of any ship or vessel belonging to 
any citizen or citizens of the United States, while lying in 
@ port or place within the jurisdiction of any foreign State 
or sovereign, by any person belonging to the company of 
said ship, or any passenger, on any other person belonging 
to the company of said ship, or any other passenger, the 
game offence shall be cognizable and punishable by the 
proper circuit court of the United States, in the same way 
and manner and under the same circumstances as if said 
offence had been committed on board of such ship or vessel 
on the high seas, and without the jurisdiction of such 
foreign or sovereign State. This provision is not embodied 
in the United States Revised Statutes, and the repealing 
clause is such that all previous statutes are void and un- 
enforceable. The consequence is, it is claimed, that there 
is no remedy where a sailor or passenger on board of an 
American ship in a foreign port assaults, robs, or murders 
another sailor or passenger, and where the perpetrator of 
the deed escapes to the United States, the federal courts 
being powerless to punish him, because the Revised 
Statutes have deprived them of the jurisdiction conferred 
by the Act of March 3, 1875. The New York Tribune 
states that a sailor, accused of assaulting an officer of his 
ship in a Sonth American port, was recently before Com- 
missioner Shields, but it was held that the commissioner 
had no jurisdiction, and the sailor was re 


The following is a copy of the decree of Chief Justice 
McKean of Utah, committing Brigham Young for contempt 
for refusing to obey his decree awarding alimony and sus- 
tenance to Ann Eliza, the nineteenth wife of the prophet. 
We think, says the Central Law Journal, the part we have 
italicized might have been rejected as surplusage. Judges 
are appointed simply to administer the law, and not to 
impress ‘‘ great facts’’ upon the minds of the people :— 
“*Territory of Utah, Third District Court. Ann Eliza 
Young, vy her next friend v. Brigham Young. This court 
having, on the 25th day of February last, made an order 
in this cause, ordering and adjadging that the defendant 
herein should pay alimony and rustenance, the former 
Within twenty and the latter within ten days thereafter, 
and the defendant Laving disobeyed the said order in this, 
that he hase refused to pay the sustenance therein ordered 
to be paid, and the defendant having been brought before 
the court by warrant of attachment and ordered to show 
cause, and baving, in writing and by counsel, shown such 
cause as he and they have chosen to present to the court ; 
and the court holding and adjudging that the execution of 
the said order of the 25th day of February last can be 
stayed only by the order of this or some other court of 
competent jarisdiction: It is, therefore, because of the 
facts and premises, ordered and sdjadged that the de- 
fondant is guilty of disobedience to the process of the court, 
and is therein guilty of contempt of court. And since this 
court has wotome rule of action where eomspteuoua, ond another 
wnere clncure persons are concerned ; and vines it is a funda. 
mental principle of the Republic that all men are equal be« 
Sure the law ; and since this court desiresto impres thha great 
Sad, this yreat law, upon the minds of all the people of this 
territory ; now, therclore, because of the contempt of 





\ 


court, it is further ordered and adjudged, that the said 

Brigham Young do pay a fine of twenty-five dollars, and 

that he be imprisoned for the term of one day. Done in 
open court this 11th day of March, 1875.—Jas. B. 
McKean, Chief Justice, &c., and judge of the Third Dis- 
Court.” Immediately after the reading of this order in 
open court, Brigham Young paid the fine, and 3,000 dols, 
sustenance, and was then imprisoned for one day. 








Law DtuBents Journal. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Trinity Term, 1875. 


General Examination of Students of the Inns of Co 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the 10th, llth, 12th, 
13th, and 14th of May, 1875. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to 
Charles Bramley, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, and Miles 
Walker Mattinson, Esq., of Gray’s-inn, studentships in 
Jurisprudence and Roman Civil Law, of one hundred 
guineas, to continue for a period of two years ; to Goddard 
Henry Orpen, Esq., of the Inner Temple, a studentship in 
Jurisprudence and Roman Civil Law, of one hundred 
guineas, for one year; and to Arathoon Arathoon, John 
Gorell Barnes, Thomas Beven, Augustine Birrell, James 
Algernon Brown, George Rassell Butler, CameronChurchill, 
Jacques Henry Charles Durup De Balaine, George Ed- 
mund Septimus Fryer, John Haviland Dashwood Goldie, 
John Haller Hutchinson, Reginald Raoul Lempriére, 
John George Llewellin, John Paterson, Arthur Radford,. 
George Herbert Rant, William John Birch Reynardson, 
Oliver Smith, Arthur Mills Tarleton, Thomas Frederick 
D'Arcy Todd, John Symonds Udal, George Harold Urmson, 
Charles Edward Howard Vincent, and Stephen Henry 
West, of the Inner Temple; to Cecil Hugh Wriothesley 
Beresford, James Beverley, Robert William Burnie, Samuel 
Whitty Chandler, Fielding Clarke, John Ashton Cross, 
William Westropp Flemyng, Manmath Chandra Mallik, 
Angus George Milward McIntyre, Robert Burleigh Muir, 
George Puckle, William Gordon Smythies, William 
Hutchinson Spiller, Arthur Hewett Spokes, and John 
James Wilson, of the Middle Temple; and to William 
Mortimer Baylis, Daniel De Castro, Edgar John 
Elgood, Edward Allecock Hall, Andrew John Leach, 
Eardley John Norton, John Sayer, Frederick William 
Slingsby, Edward Egremont Sutton, and Daniel Vawdrey, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, Fsqs., certificates that they have satis- 
factorily passed a public examination. 








Court Papers. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Lorp Master or tun Lorps 


Date. CHanceLtor, Rows, JUSTICES, 
Monday, May 31 Mr. Farrer Mr. Ward Mr. Holdships 
Tuesday., June 1 Farrer Pomberton Teesdale 
Wednesday ., 2 Holdship Ward Teesdale 
Thursday .,.. 3 Holdship Pemberton Farrer 
Friday ,..... 4 Teesdale Pomberton _—_‘ Farrer 
Saturday .,., 5 ‘Yeosdale Ward Holdship. 

V.C. Matias, V.C.Bacom, V.O0, Haut. 
Monday, May 31 Mr. Leach Mr, King Mr. Merivale 
Tuesday. .June lk Latham Rogers Milne 
Wednesday ., 2 Leach King Merivale 
Thursday .... 3 Latham Rogers Milne 
Priday .,..00 4 Leach King Morivale 
Saturday .,.. 6 Latham Rogers Milne 


Onarivicatss oF Batu Amp Trawover, 
Monday, May 41 Mr, Pomberton Thursdy, Juno3 Mr. King 
Tuesday, June 1 Ward Friday ...++.4 Latham 
Wednesday ry) Rogers Saturday ....5 Morivale: 
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BUSINESS AT THE MANCHESTER ASSIZES. 


Tax following table, specially prepared by Mr. James Barrow, solicitor, Manchester, and published in the Manchester 
Courier, will be found useful for reference :— 
Table showing the Assizes held in Manchester, the number of causes entered for trial at each assize, and other 
particulars relating to same :— 











ea a 
$ | 3 - 8 x 2a No. of days for 
§ 3 me 5 Ss 23 8 3 q° trials, not includ- 
nA E Commission = 5 ae 8 &3 ing commission Names of the judges 
Bis 8 Pcs 8s 5, @ >, ays at Manches- 
gg 24 day. a 2 «3 82 €B Bg ter and Liver- attending assizes, 
2 € 5 2 8 §&§2 Bs € $= pool, and exclud- 
ou oO « & OF 2S & <E ing Sundays. Nisi Prius. Crown Court. 
July 26, 1864* 35 18 53 3 50 = 43 4 Sevendays Cockburn Pigott 
March 10, 1865 47 31 78 - we Oe 6 Ten days Mellor Shee 
July 29,1865 35 35 70 ~~ 2 9 Elevendays Bramwell Smith 
125 70 195 December4, 1865 43 4 47 56 42 47 4 Six days Pigott Martin 
March 10,1866 31 30 61 a. oo ¢€ 14 Elevendays Mellor Lush 
July 26,1866 48 17 65 3 62 65 8 Nine days Martin Lush 
98 57 155 December 3, 1866 19 7 Se! at B® 4 Six days Smith Blackburn 
March 9, 1867 40 21 61 3 68 ~ 61 8 Elevendays Mellor Shee 
August 1, 1867 49 30 7 ee oe 9 Nine days Bovill Smith 
111 63 174 Novem. 30,1867 22 12 34 2 32 34 3  Eightdays Martin Shee 
March 7, 1868 30 22 62 a 52 3 Eleveadays Mellor Lush 
July 28,1868 42 25 67 2 6 67 5 Elevendays Kelly Hannen 
91 53 144 December7, 1868 19 6 2 —- 8B 2% 3 Six days Hayes Lush 
‘March 6, 1869 23 17 40 2 38 40 4 Elevendays Lush Brett 
July 30,1869 41 24 65 5 60 65 7 Ten days Hannen Hayes 
90 62 142 December4, 1869 26 ll 37 3 34 37 9 Six days Martin Willes 
March 56,1870 2 23 48 17 31 48 8 Elevendays Willes Brett 
July 30,1870 44 21 65 29 36 65 14 = Elevendays Lush Cleasby 
94 55 149 December], 1870 25 11 36 22 14 236 $10 #£Sevendays Mellor Brett 
March 6,1871 34 18 652 2 27 ~ 82 8 Ten days Martia Willes 
July 24,1871 41 17 58 33 2 658 9 Ten days Kelly Martin 
99 47 146 December2, 1871 24 12 36 2 11 36 6 Sevendays Wiles Blackburn 
March 11, 1872 34 25 59 33 986—Cts«'D 14 Nine days Mellor Lush 
July 27,1872 48 21 69 47 22 69 9 Elevendays Willes ~- Brett 
110 63°173 Novem. 30,1872 28 17 45 2 16 45 6 Sevendays Mellor Lush 
March 14,1873 43 23 66 39 27 #=+%66 12 = # Nine days Archibald Pollock 
July 30,1873 53 37 90 68 32 90 $18 #éElevendays Brett Quain 
126 72 198 Novem. 29, 1873 30 12 42 23 19 42 7 Eight days Quain Pollock 
March 11,1874 35 23 58 42 16 58 10 # Tendays Denman Amphlett 
July 27,1874 54 21 75 42 33 7 4 Ten days Archibald Pollock 
119 52 171 Novem. 26, 1874 30 ae Fe ae a 2 Nine days Mellor Blackburn 
March 12,1875 43 24 67 61 16 67 9 Nine days Pollock Field 
* N» Wiater As-izes for the trial of civil actions at Manchester in 1864. 
The Common Pleas at Lancaster Amendment Act, 1869, was passed on the 26th of July, and came into operation om 
the 24th of October in that year. The Manchester Registry of the Court was opened on the 10sh of November, 1869. 
PUBLIC COMPANIES, INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
= Ditto 5 per Cent., July,’80, 108} ) Ditto,5} per Cnt., May,’79 100g 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. Ditto for Account,— Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct.” 88, 103 April, "64 
Last Quoration, May 28, 1875. Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent, , Ang. "73 
3 per Cent, Consols, 935 Annuities, April, ’85, 93 Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,¢ ner Cant.92 | Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
Ditto for Account, June | 93§ | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, 1908 Ind. Enf.Pr., 5 p C.,Jan.’73 \ Ditto. dittc, under £1000 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 93 Ex Billa, £1000, 24 rar Ct, 2 dis 
| wah ded _,’ a "ua Piste’ dies Hy tag: di 
nt. . ’ »2 dis, ™ we 
Best her Cent. Jan. "94 Bank of England Stook, 5 per Money MARkKBstT AND City INTRLLIGENCT. ; 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 Ct. (last half-year), 257 The bank rate is still $} per cent. The proportion of 
Annuities, Jan."80— Dittc or Account, reserve to liabilities remains nearly the same as last week, 








the increase being merely from 40} to 40} per cent. Qn the 


RAILWAY STOCK. whole the home railway market has been dull, and towards 

























































>on T 4 shar 1 oceurred in prices. 
Railwaye. Paid.|Closing Pri the close on Thursday a rather sha fall ¢ r ¢ 
— = ace ringer macandigg Bre Tuesday the foreign market hes been firmer. Con- 
Btook| Bristol and Exeter | we - sols closed on that day at 94 to } for money, and 94} to} 
k| Caledoni seeenees 5 ai 

Sen Glasgow and South-Western ...cscccccsccccesvees| 100 99 for the account. 
Btock/Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ssssssesseeee, 100 ai 
Btock/Great Northern w| 200 Maia 
Stock} Do., A Stook*...... 100 164 zi 2 
Stock/Great Southern and Western of Ireland ,...., } 100 1074 BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
Btock|Great Westorn—Original.csesessssseresesseeee! 100 1133 
Btock| Lancashire and Yorkshire ...... | 100 143 scape: 
Brook a, Brighton, -— = Cc re = BIRTHS. 
Stock on, Chatham, and Dover . 2 or a =: mes . 
Stock London and North-Western 100 M7 Brooxs—May 27, at The — Old Windsor, = tome 
Stook| London and South Woatern... 117, of George Henry Brooks, of Dootors’-~commons, on, of a 
Stock|Manchester, SheMeld, and Lincoln .....cce008) 4 Po son, 

mepelites smn ° IND—May 25, at 90, Belgrave-rmad, S.W., the wife of J, W. 
fet cpr nel te | | By | PRM Sh th Riera, Smo aet w 
Brook |North Britisl ssssssvsssaysssvsessvsssssseeessssensenses| 100 84a Ewixe—May 19, at The Mount, Rhayader, the wife of John 
—_ — ow ig “ vvs{ 100 hy D. Ewing, sohoitor, of a daughter. 
Btock| North Staifordeiire 30 Jonna—May 20, at 80, St, Helon’s.road, Hastings, the wife of 
Stock)South Devon ,, “ 86 C. Davenport Jones, solicitor, of a son, 
Brook!South-Raatern . ee eae ae et Le Nisnet—May 24, at St. Mary's Lodge, Kildarn, the wife of 








® A receives no dividend uatil 6 por cont, hae been | paid to . Harry Cartis Nisbet, of a daughter, 
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Ow1Es—May 27, at Beckenham, the wife of Eustace William 
Owles, of 22, Chancery-lane, and Beckenham, solicitor, of 
a con prematurely. 


MARRIAGE. 

Forp—Coorer—May 20, at St. Paul’s, Avenue-road, South 
Hampstead, Edward Ford, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, 
to Katherine Mary, eldest daughter of William Wellington 
Cooper, of the Inner Temple and New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
barrister-at-law. 

DEATHS. 

Baxter—May 20, Robert Dudley Baxter, of Hampstead, 
aged 48. 

Hatt—May 21, at Castle-hill, Kelsall, Cheshire, Henry Hall, 
solicitor, clerk to magistrates, Ashton-under-Lyne, ag?d 70. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, May 21, 1875. 
LimttEp IN CHANCERY, 

City and County Bank, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 19, diree'ed to be heard betore V.C. Bacon on May 28, Harper 
and Co, Rood lane, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Fibre Asseciation, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented May 
20, directed to be heard before the M.R. on May 31. Marsden and 
Son, Queen st, Cheapside, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Lisbon Steam Tramways Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented May 19, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on May 
28. Beddail, Bishopsgate st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

West of England Stud Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on 
cr before June 10, to send their names and addresses, and the parti- 
culars of their debts or claims, to Henry Brown, Westminster 
chambers, Victoria st. Thursday, Jane 17, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Tugspar, May 25, 1875. 
CNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Eccleshi!l Albion Mill Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 21, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on June 4. 
Speechiy and Co, New inn, agents for Mumforé, Bradford, solicitor 
for the petitioners. 

South Wales Atlantic Steam Ship Company.—Petition for winding up, 
presented May 24, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on June 4, 
Radcliffe and C», Cravea st, Charing cross, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners. 

LiMiTED In CHANCERY. 

City and County Bank, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 20, directed to be heard before V.C. Malias on May 28. Plews 
and Irvine, Mark liane, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Huet and Co, Limited.—Petition for winding up, prevented May 21, 
directed to be heard before V.C. Malinson Jane 4. Clarkes and 
Co, Gresham House, O!d Broad st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Seal Lock and Registering Pressur: Gauge Company, Limited.—Peti- 
tion for winding up, presented May 21, directed to be heard before 
V.C. Malios on June 4. Merriman and Co, Sherborne lane, 
Solicitors for the petitioners, 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farivar, May 2}, 1875. 
Goodwright, William, Loughborough rd, Brixton, Fruiterer. Jane 10. 


Hanscombe v Goodwrigh*, V.C. Hsll. Hicklin and Washington, 
Trinity square, Southwark 


Toxspar, May 25, 1875. 
Armstrong, Henry, Darham. June 25. Armstrong v Hall, M.R. 
Marshail, Darham 
Barron, Thomas, Cienchwarton, Norfolk, Farmer. June 12. Hart v 
Hart, V.C. Hall. Ward, King’s Lynn 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Olaim. 
Fatwar, May 21, 1875. 


Biandy, Charles, Reading, Berks, Banker. Aug!. Bilandy and With- 
erington. Reading 

Bousfield, Michael, Liverpoo!, Gent. June 19. Haigh and Son, Liverpool 

Browae, Montague George, Bingalore, India, Captain R. H, Artiliery. 
Sept 29. Walls and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Churton, Edward George, Oxford st, Hosier. Jaly5. Bailey and Co, 
Berners s: 

Clay, George, Leeds, Gent. Aug is. Barr and Oo, Leeds 

Colyer, Thomas, Farningham, Kent,Gent. July1. Watson, Bonve- 
rie st, Fleet st 

nen, Wiliam Jagger, Leeds, Merchant. Aug 18. Barr and Co, 


8 

Crotch, Joha Kowe, Okehamptoa, Devon. June 24, Burd, Okehamp- 
ton 

Drayson, Emily Elizabeth, Faversham, Kent. Jaly 3!, Johnson, 
Faversham 

—- masa Oxford st, Optican. June 30. Reed and Lovell, Basing- 


Horrabin, Samuel, Broomfield, Sheffield, Catlery Manofactarer, July 
20. Broomhead and Co, Sneffield 


Kenyon, Jofio Threlfall, Over Darwin, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturert 
May 31. Hindle, Darwin 

King, John, Mansion House st, Kennington park rd, Cab Proprietor. 
dulyl. Apps, South square, Gray's inn 

Lloyd, Thomas, Finchley rd, Hampstead, Esq. Jume19. Carrie and 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Long. Richard Penruddocke, Rood Ashton, Wilts, Esq. Julyl. Few 
and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 

Markey, John Haile, Taynton, Gloucester, Farmer. June 21. Cole- 
man, Gloucester 

Olley, Henry, Mellis, Suffolk, Gent. June 17. Tacon, jun, Eye 

Owen, John Orton, Buxton, Derby, Gent. June 25. Gardher and Smith, 
Liverpool 

Perry, Rev John, Perranzabloe, Cornwall, July 1. Carlyon and 
Paall, Truro 

Pilgrem, Jeremiah, Great Coggeshall, Essex, Dealer. June 24. Beau- 
mont, Great Coggeshall 

Prowse, Elizabeth, South Petherton, Somerset. July 1, Meade-King 
and Bigg, Bristol 

Skelton, John, Ladywood, Nottingham, Farmer. June 24. Marshall 
and Co, East Retford 

Stevens, George, Bishopsgate st within, Wine Merchant. June 24, 
Child, Paul’s Bakehouse court, Dociors’ commons 

Still, Robert, New square, Lincoln’s inn, Esq. July 1. Still and Sons 
New square 

Scoddart-Donglas, James Douglas, Chilston park, Kent, Esq. July 1. 
Beale, Maidstone 

Tooze, John Randolph, Dorchester, Dorset, Gent. July. Symonds 
and Son, Dorchester 

Turner, John Robert, Chorley, Lancashire, Cashier. Aug 19. Whitaker, 
Lancaster place, Strand 

ote Harriet Anne, Bath. Augl. Blandy and Witherington, 

eading 
Watts, Thomas, Meldon,Devon, Yeoman. June24, Burd, Okeha mp- 


ton 

Yewdall, David, Calverley grange, Leeds, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer, 
Aug 18. Barr and Co, Leeds 

TvEsDay, May 25, 1875. 

Atkinson, Henry James, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Grocer. June 24, 
Thornton, Bishop Auckland 

Bladon, Edward, Heweil, Warwick, Gamekeeper. June24. Scott 
and Horton, Bromsgrove : 

Child, Edward, Guildford, Surrey, Miller. June 24, Medwin and Co, 
Horsham 

Dunn, Elizabeth, Liverpool. Augl. Wright and Co, Liverpool 

Fisher, Mary, Stevenage, Hertfosd, Schoolmistress. July 1. Child, 
Paul’s Bakehouse court, Doctors’ commons 

Hod gson, John Pickering, Leeds, Secretary Public Company. July 1 
Turner, Leeds 

Jackson, Caleb, Windsor, Berks, CaptainR.N. June 24. Bros, Union 
cvurt, Old Broad st 

Kennington, James, Waltham Hall, Lincoln, July 3l. Finlay and 
Wilson, Edinburgh 

Kitching, Thomas George, Kingston-upon-Hull, Harter. July 1. 
Shackles, Hall 

Macdonald, John, The Terrace, Camberwell, Gent. July 21. Layton 
and Co, Budge row, Cannon st 

Orchard, George, Trethorne, Cornwall, Yeoman, July 1. White and 
Dingley, Launceston 

Oxley, Thomas, Wilson rd, Camberwell, Gent. Jane20. Humphrey 
and Morgan, Giitspur chambers, Holborn viaduct 

Panton, William Barton, Garreglwyd, Anglesea, Esq. July 10. Jones, 


Conway 
Porteus, John, Sale, Cheshire, Merchant. June 28. Boote and Edgar, 
Manchester 
Rattlidge, James, Liverpool, Hosier. July 1. Cropper, Liverpool 
nae Elizabeth, Brighton, Sussex. July 19. Kingand Son, Brigh- 


a 

Single. Thomas, White Horse lane, Mile End, Esq. June 30, Sheffield 
and Sons, Lime st 

Smithies, John, Huddersfield, York. Aug10, Craven and Sunderland, 
Huddersfield 

Stannus, Dame Mary Louisa, Pau, France. June 30. Farrer and Co, 
Lincoin’s inn fields 

Stevens, David, West Hanningfield, Essex, Farmer. Junel2, Gepp 
and Sons, Chelmsford 

Stone, Sarah, Burton Bradstock, Dorset. Jaly 19. Gundry, Bridge- 


port 

Tongue, James, Kingsland, Hereford, Gent. July 8, Simpson, Moor- 
gate st 

Whiteside, Frederick James Stanger, Lucknow, East Indies, Capt. H.M. 
lith Foot. June 15. Williams and James, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Bankrupts: 
Fripar, May 2i, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Candy, James, Southampton, Pork Butcher. Pet May 15. Walker.. 
Southampton, June 3 at 12 
Croft, James, Kingston-upon-Hull, Outfitter. Pet May 18. Phillips, 
Kingston-apon-Hall, June 2 at I 
Cropley, Clay, Bicker, Lincoln, Farm Bailiff. Pet May 18, Staniland, 
Boston, June | at 12,30 
Willshire, George, Minster, Kent, Licensed iVictualler, Pet May 14. 
Callaway. Canterbury, June 8 at 2,30 


Tuespay, May 25, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender ta London. 





Jacob, Frances, Warwick rd, Maida hill, Jaly 1, Levirton, Bishops- 
gate st wichin } 





Warner, William Robert, Gaisford st, Kentish town, Secretary Building 
Society Pet May 22, Brougham, June atl 
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To Surrender in the Country. 


Cummins, Henry, Liverpool, Stock Broker. Pet May 21. Watson. 
Liverpool, June 7 at 2 
Fell, Benjamin, Bradford, York, Cotton Warp Merchant, Pet May 21. 
inson. Bradtord, June 8 at 9 
Griffiths, Joseph, » Brynaman, Glamorgan, Grocer, Pet May 22. Morgan. 
Neath, June 7 at! 


fiutchinson, Adeline, Brighton, Sussex. Pet May 7. LEverssed, 
Brighton, June 4 at 11 
McLure, John, Staffurd, Tailor. Pet May 22, Spilsbury, Stafford, 


Zane 2! at 2 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 


TuesvaY, May 25, 1875. 


Rodgocanachi, a and Theodore Rodocanachi, Bishopsgate st, 
Merchants, May %5 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farivar, May 21, 1875. 
Ansel}, John Gray, Stafford, Accountant. June 3 at 12 at offices of 
Fernie, The Trees, Eastgate st, Stafford 
Atkin, Robert Edwin, North Shields, Northumberland, Commission 
Agent. June 4 at 11.39 at offices "ot Tialey and Co, Howard st, 
North Shields 
Atkinson, Alfred Tindal, High Holborn, Printer’s Clerk. May 31 at 2 
at offices of Nethersola, New inn, Strand 
Beer, William, Upper North st, Poplar, Corn Chandler. June 9 at 2 at 
offices of Briant. Winchester House, Old Broad st 
Beresford, John, Kilburn, Derby, Builder. June 9 at 10 at offices of 
Potter, All Saints chambers, Derby 
Bolt, Elizabeth, Neeld terrace, Harrow rd, Tailoress. June 7 atl at 
offices of Rice, Westbourne terrace, Hyde park 
Brine, John, Spanby rd, Bromley-by- Bow, Builder. June 12 at 12 at 
offices of Boydell, South square, Gray’s inn 
Cartwright, Joseph, Clarence rd, Finsbury park, Stationer’s Assistant. 
May 31 at 2 at offices of Barnett, New Broad 
Challenger, Joseph Henry, Warrender 4 ae Pianoforte 
Finisher. June 4 at 3 at offices of Brown, Goswell rd 
Crabtree, Henry, Stangate, Westminister bridge rd, Plumber. May 
BE s 3 at offices of Pittman, Stamford st, Blackfriars 
, Thomas, Heywood, Lancashire, Heeld Maker. June 7 at 3 
at sf ces of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Davies, John Cann, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 28 at 11 at 
offices of Beer, GI ter place, 8 
Dobson, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business, 
offices of Wallace, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Draper, Richard, Market Drayton, Salop, Grocer. June9 at 12 at the 
Royal Hotel, Nantwich rd, Crewe. Pearson, Market Drayton 
East, William, West Smithfield, Meat Salesman. June 7 at 12 at 
offices of Metcalf, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 
June 10 at 12 at 
are 





June 2 at 2at 


Evans, David, New Tredegar, Monmouth, Grocer. 
the King’s Head Hotel, Newport. Rosser, A 

Evang, Sarah, Wednesfield, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, June 5 at 11 
at offices ot Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Fornies, Frederick, Victoria st, Westminster, Contractor. June 4 at 12 
at the Masons’ Tavern, Masons? avenus, Basinghall st. ‘Terrell, 
Aldermanbury 

Goode, Caleb Edwin, New Swindon, Wilts, Grocer. ‘June 8 at 2 at the 
Queen’s Arms Hotel, New Swindon. Foreman, Swindon 

Gregson, Bernard Crook, Bradford, York, Paper Merchant. June 9 at 
~ 30 at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Hutchin- 


ines, Daniel, Ravenstone, Buckingham, Innkeeper. June 1 at 3 
at offices of Becke, Mark et square, Northampton 

Hewitt, James, Leamington, Warwick, Brick Manufacturer. May 31 
at 2 at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Hicks, Thomas, New Windsor, Berks, no occupation. June 7 at 3.30 at 
offices of Long, Park st, New Windsor 

Horn, Thomas, Darlingtovu, Durham, Hatter. June 2 at 11 at offices of 
Stevenson and Meek, Obancery lane, Dartington 

Hunt, David, Birmingham, Grocer. June 3 at 12 at offices of South- 
all and Co, Newhall st, Birminzham 

Jackson, Willism, Brotton, York, out of business, May 31 at 11 at 
offices of Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

James, Thomes Morgan, Swaneea, Glamorgan, Commission Agent. 
May 26 at 3 at offices of Glascodine, Fisher st, Swansea 

Johnson, Edwin Alphonso, Croydon, Surrey, Shopman, May 31 at 11 
At offices of Hedger, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 

Leach, Joseph, and William Leach, Little Horton, Bradford, York, 
Manufacturers, June 4 at 11 at offices of Duckit, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Masser, William, Leeds, Stationer. May 31 at 1 at offices of Dunning 
and Kay, Butts court, Leeds 

Morgan, ohn, Brownlow mews, Gray's inn rd, Coach Builder, May 31 
at 3 at offices of Boydell, South square, Gray’s inn 

Nash, Elizabeth, Ilfracombe, Devon, May 31 at 2 at the Queen’s Hotel, 
Tifracombe. Rencraft, Barnet = 

Nichols, Mary, Vine st, York rd, Lambeth, General Dealer, June 7 at 
3 at offices «f Watson, Guildball yard 

Oven, John William, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Grocer. June 9 at 1 at 
the Commercial Hotel, Portmadoc., Breese and;Co, Portmadoc 

Phillips, Robert Baxter, Penge, Surrey, no occupation. June 4 at lat 
offices of Baggs and "bo, King st, Cheapside, Gover, King William 


Powell, Thomas, Leominster, Meret, Boot Maker. June 2 at 3at 
of Andrews, Leominate: 


~. Geor » Baneneee, York, Publican. June 4 at 11 at offices of 

‘atson 

Roberts, pong Partmadoc, Guapenven, De Dra aes 7 at Lat the Com. 
mercial Hotel, Portmadoc, Breese and Co, Portmadoc 


Scruby, Edward, Liverpool, Grocer. June 3 at 11 at offices of Niven, 
Castle st, gevecpest, Anderson, Birkenhead 

David Walker, Monkwearmouth Dutham, Grocer. June 2 
at 1) at offices of Lawson and Robinson, Villiers ot, Sunderiand 











Simmons, John Edward, Southampton, Watch Maker. June 4 at 3 at 
offices of Barrett and Patey, London wall. Shutte, Southampton 

Stockman, George, Bristol, Schoolmaster. June 4 at 2 at offices of 
— and Co, Shannon court, Bristul. Salmon and Hi 

risto! 

Stone, James, Birmingham, Manufacturer’s Clerk. Jane 5 at I1 at 
offices of Phillips, Moor st, Birmiagham 

Swallow, George, Richard Blackburn, Henry Lister Schofield, and 
Frederick Edward Sleigh, Heckmondwike, York, Manutacturers. 
June 14 at 10 at offices of Hardy, St James’s square, Manchester 

Tate, David, Bath, Miller. May 31 at 11 at officesof Collins, Broad st, 
Bristo}. Bartrum, Bath 

Taylor, James, Great Tower st, Shipowner. June 1 at 1 at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Middlesborough-on-Tees. Herbert 

Wainwright, Richard, Queen’s st, Brompton, Cabinet Maker. June 4 
at 3 at offices of Watson, Guildhall yard 

Walton, John, Aspatria, Cumberland, Grocer. 
of Carrick and Son, Wigton 

White, James Henderson, Birmingham, Printer. May 31 at 11 at offices 
of Sharp, Ann st, Birmingham James and Oerton 

Wilkie, Forrest Hay, Frith st, Soho, builder, May 31 at 11 at offices of 
Button and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 

Williamson, Thomas, William Williamson, 
Stoney st, Bor ough market, Guo Makers, 
Beale and Co, Waterloo st, Birming ham 

Wooberry, James, jun, Billingshurst, Sussex, Nurseryman. June 9 at3 
at offices of Medwin and Co, Horsh am 

Wymark, Samuel Henry, Dovercourt, Harwich. Essex, Lodging House 
Keeper. June 9 at 2 at offices of P ollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 


TourspaY, May 25, 1875. 

Andrews, Louis, Southampton, Beer Retailer. June 9 at 2 at offices of 
Kilby, Portland st, Southampton 

Angel, Coleman, Commercial st, Spitalfields, Mou'ding Merchant, 
June 12 at 4 at offices of O'Neill, Hop Exchange, Southwark 

Ashworth, John, and Sam Earnshaw, Halifax, York, Fancy Manu- 
facturers. June 7 at 3 at offices of Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax, Long- 
bottom, Northgate, Halifax 

Atkins, Alan Garway, Awebridge, Hants, Farmer. June 5 at 1 at offices 
of{Robins, Portland st, Southampton 

Austrin, Anne, Norwich, Draper. June 8 at 3 at offices of Sadd and 
Linay, Charch st, Theatre st. Norwich 

Baines, James, Liverpool, wey Fa June 14 at 2 at offices of Forshaw 
and Hawkins, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Blackwell, John, Aston, nrBirmingham, Baker. June 8 at 11 at 37, 
Waterloo st, Birmingham. Jukes 

Bonasina, Frederick Antonio, Charles st, Hatton garden, Provision 
Merchant. June8 at 2 at offices of Miller and Muller, Sherborne lane 

Brierley, Henry, Millbridge, York, Wood Turner. June 5 at 11 atoffices 
of Sykes, Oak st, Heckmondwike 

Brown, John, Guiseley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Jane 7 at 3 at 
offices of Hatchinson, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Brown, Joseph, Gomersal, nr Leeds, lnnkeeper. June 7at3 at offices of 
Chadwick and Sons, Church st, Dewsbu bury 

Cassey, Andrew, Sheffield, Game Dealer. June 7 at 3 at offices of Fair- 
burn, Bank st, Sheffield’ 

Condy, Richard, Garlick hill, Cannon st, Drug Merchant. June 2 at $ 
at the Cannon st Hotel. Philp, Queen Victoria st 

Cooper, Elias, Brierley hill, Stafford, Coal Master. June 11 atil at 
offices of Collis, Market st, Stourbridge 

Cox, Wiliiam Field, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Grocer. June 9 at 
11 at Sharp’s Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness, Taylor, Barrow-in- 


‘urness 

Dobbins, tyres * arpa Plasterer. June 7 at 4at offices of Fairburn 
Bank st, Sheffield 

Dyer, John, Plymouth, Devon, Cabinet Maker. June 1! at 11 at offices 
of Wilson, Courtenay st, Plymoath 

Eastaugh, William, Shadwell, Norfolk, Farm Steward. Jane 7 at 12 at 

offices of Emerson and Sparrow, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 

Elliott, Joseph, Nelson, Lancashire, Joiner. June 4 at 12 at the Crowa 
Hotel, Colne. Cooke, Keighley 

Elston, Charles, Boston, Lincoln, Yeoman, June l4at 11 at offices of 
Bean, Church yard, Boston 

Faircloth, Willism Henry, Wells-next-the-Sea, Norfolk, Chemist. Jane 
8 at 10 at offices of Loynes, Buttlands, Welis-next-the-Sea 

Fearnley, Joha Vickers, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. *June 7 at 12 at 
offices of Bennett, Norfolk st, Sheffield, Mellor, Sheffield 

Francis, William, Whitford, Flint, Civil Engineer. Jane 1 at3 at offices 
of Cartwright, Pepper st, Chester 

Garth, Benjamin, Batley, York, Tailor, June5 at 2 at the Commercial 
Hotel, Albion st, is. Wooler, Batley 

God , George, Deopham, Norfolk, Miller. June 10 at 11 at offices 
of Brooke, Attleborough 

oh hema, Sa te ie Sonat, Inakeeper. June 5at 12 at offices 


Holidey, Charies, ‘Sundertend, Darham, Builder. June 8 at 11 at offices 
of Lawson and Robinson, Villiers st, Sunderland 

Horton, Frederick Francis, Birmingham, Inland Revenue Officer. June 
7 at 3 at offices of Parry, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Howse, Richard; Brierly hill, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, 
11 at offices of Waldron, High st, Brierly hill 

err Thomas Morgan, Swansea, Glamorgan, Commission Agent. June 

3 at 3 at offices of Glascodine, Fisher st, Swansea 

Jones, Alfred, West Hartlepool, Durham, out of business. June 15 at 
11 at offices of os Surtees st, West Hartle; 

Jones, Daniel, Newport, Monmouth, Steamship Agent. June 4 at 2 at 
offices of Graham, m Comanereial at, Ne ewport 

may, oe a dint aan, June 4 at 3 at offices of 


Larner, Tobe, Geees, Gloucester, Rope Manufacturer. Jane 10 atl 
at offices of Warman, Kendrick st, ad 
Lowe, William, Leami: Priora, Warwick, Brewer's Labdourer, 
June 7 at 11 atoftices of Field, Warwick st, Leamington Priors 
Lyddon, John William, Bristol, Auctioneer, June 7 at 12 at offices of 
Plummer, Nicholas st, ag 
Stationer. June 7 


Maddox, Philip Doddridge, Launceston, Cornwall, 
at 12 at offices of Square, Goerre oy mouth 

Malkinson, John, jua, Cadney-cum-Housham, Lincoln, Farmer, Jane 
10 at 11 at offices of Robbe, Wrawby at, Brigg 


Jane 3 at 12 at offices 


and Samuel Mathews, 
June 2 at 12 at offices of 


June 5 at 
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Marks, Wolf, pee tl -Tyne, Jeweller, June 4 at 12 at offices 
of Johnston, Pilgrim st, Newcastie-on-Tyne 

Martin, John, Camborne, Cornwall, Potato Dealer. June 7 at 10 at 
offices of Daniell, Chapel st, Camborne 

Merry, John, Brigstock, rg ee Innkeeper, June 8 at 1! at 
offices of Richardson and Son, Oundle 

Moses, Meyer, Bradford. York, Foreign Fancy Warehouseman, June 4 

* at 3 at offices of Burnley, Queensgate, Bradford 

Nathan, John, New Kent rd, Picture Restorer. May 31 at 11 at1, Hare 
place, Fleet st. Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 

Rawlings, Richard, Foots Crav, Kent, Licensed Victualler. June 8 at 2 
at the Tiger’s Head, Foots Cray. Woodard, Ingram court, Fen- 
charch st 

Russell, William, jun, Bexley, Kent, Builder. June 7 at 11 at offices 
of Haywards and Co, Spita! st, Dartford 

Sanforth, William, Mansfield, Nottingham, no oceupation. June 11 at 
12 at offices of Thornton, St Peter’s chambers, Nottingham. Cockayne, 
Nottingham 

Scott, James, jun, Bishop Auckland, Darham, Grocer. June 11 at lat 
the Lecture Room, Town Hall, Bishop Auckland. Thornton, Bishop 
Auckland 

Sinclair, George, Crowle, Lincoln, Builder. June 4 at 2 at offices of 
Pearson and Burtonshaw, Crowle 

Smith, Edwin, Bath, Draper's Assistant, June 8 at 11.30 at offices of 
Wilton, Westgate buildings, Bath 

Smith, Henry, Newton-by-Hyde, Cheshire, Yeast Dealer, June7 at 12 
at offices of Hibbert, Clarendon place, Hyde 

Stead, Levi, Batlay Carr, near Dewsbury, York, Rag Merchant, June 
9 at 2 at offices of Scoles and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Thomas, John, Taitach, Glamorgan, Grocer. June 4 at 3 at the 
Magistrates’ Room, Aberavon. Tennant, Aberavon 

Toder, Richard Edmund, Burridge, Nottingham, Farmer. June 15 at 
8 at officesof Prattand Hodgkinsons, North gate, Newark-upon -Trent 

Tritschler, William, Carlisle, Jeweller. June 3 at 12 at offices of C lutter- 
buck, Castle st, Carlisle 

Upson, "James Henry, Ipswich, Suffolk, News Agent, June 12 at 2 at 
offices of Hill, St Nicholas st, Ipswich 

Walters, Enoch, Batman’s hill, Stafford, out of business. June 4 at 3 
at offices of Fellows, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 

Warman, Edwin, Lambeth walk, Licensed Victualler. _ June 14 at 2 at 
offices of Routh and Stacev, South st, B ry 

Warren, Matthew Henry, Exeter, Devon, Commission Agent. Jnne 7 at 
12 at the Half Moon Hotel, Highst, Exeter. Carter and Son, Torquay 

Watson, John Peers, Bromley, Middlesex, Manager of a Printing Ink 
Manufactory. June 7 at 2 at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holbora. 
Wrentmore, Chancery lane 

Wattridge, John, Sholing common, Hants, out of business, 
June 5 at 12 at offices of Guy, Albion terrace, Southampton 

Westcott, George, Wolverhampton, Steffurd, Grocer. June 8 at 11 at 
offices of Sratton and Rudland, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Wheeler, Alfred, Bishopsgate st, Oil Broker. June 3 at 3 at offices of 
Dormer, Moorgate st. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple 

Wightman, David, Hockley, Warwick, Dealerin Ale. June 9 at3 at 
offices of Parry, Bevnett’s hill, Birmingham 

Willis, Henry John, Birmingham, Poulterer. 
Parry, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Woods, William, Edward George Woods, and Henry Woods, Propietors 
of the City United Club, Ludgate circus. June 17 at 3 at offices of 
Ditton, Ironmonger Jane 

Young, Middleton, Southampton, Carman. June 7 at3 at offices of 
Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 





June 8 at 3 at offices of 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive tax 
upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 
ba obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Office, 2 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 


 EDE AND S0N, 
Hy MAKERS. 


BY special APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench, 
Corporation of London, &e. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, Mappldt! LRA % CLERGY GOWNS, &C 
ED 168 


94, CHANCERY LANE, ‘LONDON. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, -LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 
ETC. 


SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 











Every description of Printing. 


Ceesenry Bills and Answers Grislasare 

ppeals ospectuses 
Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 

Books Newspapers 
Pamphlets Circulars 

Reports Posters 

Rules Handbills, &c., &c. 
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NEW LAW BOOKS. 





published, 8vo, price I6s,, cloth, a 
l AXWELL. ro STATUTES, ‘Tho I Interpretation 
of Statutes. By SirP. BENSON MAXWELL, late Chief Juse E. 
tice of the Straits Settlements. 
London: W. Maxwett & Son, 29, Fleet-street. 





$$$» 


Just published, in one vol., price £2, eloth, 
‘TACLACHLAN’S LAW of MEROHANT 
SHIPPING. Seconp Epirion. A Treatise on the Law of 
Merchant Shipping. By DAVID MACLACHLAN, M.A., of the 
Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: W. Maxweut & Son, 29, Fleet-street. 





CHADWYCK HEALEY on ARTICLES of spare itiy 
Toh en tt » royal 8vo, price 2 
A TREATISE on the LAW pay “PRACTICE 
© relating tothe REGULATION of JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
with numerous Precedents and Forms. By CHARLES E. H. CHAD} 
WYCK HEALEY, of Lincoln’s-inn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 

‘The Notes appended to the text show, not only a decided grasp of 
the cases, but a thorough and complete apprehension of the law to 
which they relate. Whilst, therefore, the law is laid down in the text 
with all practicable certainty, doubtful points are fully elucidated, and 
practitioners are put on their guard as to the possibilities of litigation. - 
—Law Times. a 

*‘ Tt begins with a dissertation on the formation of companies, which 
every adviser of promoters will do well to read, learn, and digest. ... 

The plan is after the best models, and the result will, we think, be of 
the utmost service to all who may be engaged in the somewhat delicate 
Jegal operation of bringing a new company into the world....The ~ 
drafting is as clear and terse as could be desired. We imagine this 
book will take its place as the standard guide on company law drafte 
ing.”—Law Journal, 

London: W. Maxwett & Son, 29, Fleet-street. 





Will be ready on Ist June, 1875, imperial yo, cloth boards, price 3¢0} 4 


VHE REVISED EDITION OF THE STATUTES, 
Vol. VIL—2 &3 Will. 4 to6&7 Will.4,a.p, 1831 to 1836. : 
Prepared under the direction of the STATUTE Law COMMITTEE, | 
and published by tho authority of Her Majesty’s Governnfent. 
London: Eyre & SporTiswoope, Her Majesty’s Printers, 
East Harding-street, Fetter-lane, London, E.C., and all Booksellers, 





No. 8 for June, price One Shilling, 
"ae LAW: a Monthly Magazine of Legal Matters. 
—Conrents: Legal Depariments—Serjeants-at- Law—Chief Jus- © 
tice Kenyon—Pin Money—Breach of Promise of Marriage—Legal 
poy ig Opinion—Reviews, Vol. 1 now ready, neatly bound in” 
cloth, 73 4 
” London: Locxwoop & Co., 7,Stationers’ Hall-court, E.C, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate use, 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily — : 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHAR ‘a 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICiAte 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Oome- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CQ, 

(Late ASH & FLINT), a 

Stationers, pone Engravers, Registration Agents, i 49, Fleets © 
treet, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn 4 

Sa and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONE RS, 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E,C. 


Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 

Drart Paper, 5s., 6s. 6d., 7s. 6d., 7s. 9d.,and 9s. 9d. per ream. 

Brier Paper, 15s, 6d., 17s. 6d., and 23s. 6d. per ream. 

Footscap Paper, 10s, ‘éd., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d. per ream. 

Cream-Latp Nors, 3s., 4s., and 5s. per ream. 

Lare@e Caxam-alp Nore, 4s. 6d., 63. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Laxee Buvz Nore, 3s, 6d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d, per ream. 

EnveLorgs, CREAM on BivE, 3s, 9d., 48. 6d,, and 6s, 6d. per 1000, 

Tue “ Tempce”’ Enve.ore, extra secure, 9a, 6d. per 1000, 

FoouscaP Orric1aL Enveorss, ls. 9d. per 100, 

Parreipce & Coorer’s Vettum Wove Oxus-Hovse Nore, 9s. 6d. per 
ream. This incomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
poner Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 

each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘PARTRIDGE ‘ 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

Inpentore Sxrne, Printed and Sehinovenl, 2s. 5d. each, 28s. per 
doz., 135s, per roll. 

paaane on FotLowers, Ruled, 2s. 1d, each, 24s. perdozen, 115s, pez 
roi 


Recorps of Memoriats, 8d, each, 7s. 6d. per dozen, 
Ledgers, Day Deke, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Books: 


immense stock in various bindings. 























